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n Volume 13, Number 4 of the 

CRM Bulletin there were several 
articles discussing Historic Structure 
Reports (HSR) including the prelimi- 
nary recommendation by the HSR 
task force for a new conceptual 
model. !a this issue are four addi- 
tional discussion articles, and one 
response article and a letter on the 
original articles. 

Blaine Cliver, chief of the WASO 
Preservation Assistance Division and 
mentor of some of the best compra- 
hensive HSRs that the Service has 
produced, discusses the methodol- 
ogy of researching historic structures 
and how scientific materials analysis 
should play an important part. Chief 
historian Ed Bearss reflects his own 
highly personal historical perspec- 
tive on this report type based on his 
35 years of NPS service. Based upon 
his experience as park historical ar- 
chitect at Golden Gate NRA, Ric 
Borjes describes how a HSR can be 
produced relying heavily on existing 
“building files.” Rick Cronenberger, 
historical architect, Rocky Mountain 
Region, proposes how the auto- 
mated Inventory and Condition As- 
sessment Program (ICAP) can be 
used to collect and record basic data 


purposes and programs including 
producing a HSR. 

A group of historic architecture 
professionals from the Building 
Conservation Branch of the North 


Atlantic Cultural Resources Center 
responded in an article to the pro- 
posed new conceptual model stating 
that a HSR’s “primary—even 
exclusive—purpose . . . is to docu- 
ment a structure.” And lastly, the 
chief of the Park Historic Preserva- 
tion Division in the Western Region, 
Tom Mulhern, states in his letter to 
the editor that the purpose and use 
of the HSR in both the ideal and 
“real world” needs to be considered. 
Based on the articles that have 
been published and other comments 
received, we will be developing over 


the next few months a revised defi- 
nition and guideline for the prepara- 
tion of a HSR on which we hope to 
reach a consensus after full consulta- 
tion witi the park historic structures 
program field leadership. This defi- 
nition and guideline will be fur- 
nished to the task force that will 
begin revising the Cultural Resources 
Management Guideline, NPS-28 in 
fiscal year 1991. 





Randall J. Biallas, AIA, is assistant chief 
historical architect for the National Park 
Service. 











The HSR: 
Its Production and Cost 


E. Blaine Cliver 











revious articles have discussed 

the evolution of the Historic 
Structure Report (HSR), what is 
HSR, and how it should be used. 
This article will discuss the method- 
ology for producing a HSR, and the 
effect on the cost of its preparation. 

In the past there has been discus- 

sion of the “scientific” approach to 
HSRs, and the need for doing mate- 
rials analysis. This type of approach 
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has led some managers—and 
professionals—to feel that science, or 
analysis, is an embellishment that 
only can make the report cost more. 
Such a conclusion is a misunder- 
standing of the nature of architec- 
tural research, and it is the purpose 
of this article to address that issue. 
Simply put, the research of existing 
structures, or of the remains of once 
(continued on page 2) 
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standing structures, is by nature the 
study of a physical object. As with 
archeology, the past of a structure 
can be studied through the physical 
remains of that structure, such a 
study might be called architectural 
archeology. The study of historic 
architecture involves the collection of 
data. This data can come in many 
forms: written, photographic, 
graphic, architectural and material. 
The use of data from the first three 
forms has been used traditionally by 
both architects and historians. Study 
of standing architecture, through 
observation and measurement, also 
has been a traditional form of data 
collection. It is the use of scientific 
means to characterize the constituent 
material through analysis that has 
added an additional dimension to 
the investigators tool box. 

In this sense, analysis should not 
be seen as something separate, but 
needs to be viewed as an integral 
part of the data collection process. 
To understand not only the mor- 
phology, but also the pathology, 
research on historic structures must 
be holistic. As has been pointed out 
in earlier articles, HSRs done in the 
past have been fragmented; the his- 
torical data section may have pre- 
ceded the architectural data section 
by years if not decades. A holistic 
approach uses all data in reaching 
conclusions. This data may be col- 
lected by several professionals, of 
different disciplines, from a number 
of sources, but the syntheses of the 
information is in one section. To do 
otherwise would be similar to the 
blind men attempting to describe an 
elephant; each description is based 
on limited information, and there- 
fore, differs from one another. 

Because any research, whether 
documentary or physical, must have 
some control over the effort that is 
expended in the collection of the 
data, parameters must be set. To set 
such parameters the purpose of the 
research needs to be understood, not 
only by the researcher, but also by 
management. The amount of effort 
required should be determined by: 
(1) the use to which the information 
will be put (from extensive restora- 
tion to the repair of a roof), (2) the 
level or significance of the structure 
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(for some structures we cannot af- 
ford great efforts), (3) the availability 
of information (well researched 
structures may have considerable 
documentary data available, others 
may require extensive investigation 
to find sources of information), and 
(4) the existence of accessible physi- 
cal fabric (the extraction of the 
physical information may be too 
destructive to the structure or the 
type of material may not provide 
useful information). 

In setting parameters for research, 
it is often best to envision the infui- 
mation that is to be collected as pro- 
viding answers to specific questions. 
Obviously, the effort required will be 
partially determined by what is 
needed to achieve the treatment 
goal, i.e., restoration, preservation, 
repair. Determining what is needed 
to achieve this goal can be done 
through the formulation of ques- 
tions. These questions should be 
specific to the objective. For exam- 
ple, if restoration of a roof is re- 
quired, the questions should be 
formulated to provide the informa- 
tion necessary to accomplish the 
work. In this case, one might ask 
what is the type, size and exposure 
of the roof covering? How was it 
fastened? If color is involved, what 
was the color? The researcher then 
needs to collect data to provide the 
answers. However, this collection of 
data should not be approached in a 
hit-or-miss manner. It is here that 
the researcher must reach into the 
data collection tool box. 

Research methodology is impor- 
tant in controlling the cost of any 
research project. Therefore, the 
greater the number of tools available 
to the researcher, the more flexibility 
there is for selection of not only an 
economical approach, but one that 
will develop precise answers. Re- 
turning to the restoration of the roof, 
the questions may be answered by 
finding the earlier specifications for 
the installation of roof covering. 
However, if these documents are not 
already on file they either may not 
exist, or their location must first be 
determined if access to them is to be 
obtained. Such research may take 
time (time is money) and not indi- 
cate what actually was done to the 
roof since specifications are not al- 
ways followed. In this case the 
building may offer the most immedi- 
ate answers if the evidence of the 


earlier roof covering remains. Under- 
standing nail manufacture and the 
dating of nails is a tool that would 
help to identify the type of roof cov- 
ering from a specific period. Nail 
patterns in the sheathing can pro- 
vide the amount of exposure to the 
weather if the covering was shingles. 
Color and type of material may come 
from reused pieces of roof covering 
or from scraps of this material that 
have fallen into cavities. 

For a small roofing project, such 
data might be collected in a matter of 
hours. If the building is of a high 
level of significance, further confir- 
mation of the physical data collected 
from the building might be sought 
from documentary sources and pho- 
tographs. Therefore, to feel that all 
HSRs should involve extensive doc- 
umentary research, physical investi- 
gation and materials analysis can set 
broad parameters for the research 
and involve unnecessary cost. The 
correct tools need to be selected to fit 
the job at hand. With an important 
structure, involving extensive work, 
many tools may be required. Only 
those tools that will provide not just 
data, but the data needed to answer 
specific questions, should be used. 
Making the decision on the type of 
tool to use requires training. To em- 
ploy the use of paint or mortar anal- 
ysis as a means of obtaining data 
requires an understanding of these 
techniques. Although paint may 
exist, if it has been stripped in the 
past, its value in providing the 
needed information may be limited, 
and not worth pursuing. To require a 
full paint analysis, in such a case, 
may be a waste of time and money. 
However, the use of materials analy- 
sis combined with other data can be 
an expeditious and economical 
means of data collection, and is part 
of the holistic approach. 

How much should a HSR cost? 
The answer to this question is based 
on the effort that is required to pro- 
vide the necessary data. Necessary 
data is that data which is needed to 
answer questions specific to the im- 
plementation of a treatment, to the 
formulation of a management deci- 
sion, or to the development of a 
plan. Also, it must be understood 
that in doing any research, the selec- 
tion of specific answers may be diffi- 
cult. In collecting data for a specific 
question, data for unspecified ques- 

(continued) 
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The Chief Historian's Reflections 
on Historic Structure Reports and the 
Need to Redefine our Approach 


Edwin C. Bearss 











n the first year after | joined the 

National Park Service as historian 
at the Vicksburg National Military 
Park, the Washington Office issued 
a field order in 1956 requiring that a 
“Survey Report” outlining the his- 
tory, conditions, and proposed work 
on a historic structure be prepared 
and approved by park management 
before physical work was com- 
menced. Early in the following year 
Director Conrad L. Wirth signed a 
memorandum calling for a multidis- 
ciplinary approach to the prepara- 
tion of a Historic Structure Report 
(HSR). The report was to include 
seven parts—administrative, } 1stori- 
cal, architectural, archeological, 
landscape, furnishings, and exhibit 
data sections—and a completion re- 
port. (An October 24, 1958, memo- 
randum was the first official docu- 
ment to employ the term “Historic 
Structure Report.”) 

As park historian, I knew nothing 
of the thought and logic that went 
into the preparation of these guide- 
lines, because in the mid- and late 
1950s training—unless you were one 
of the select few to attend “Tolson 
Tech” —HSRs did not command high 
priority and cultural resources re- 
ceived scant attention at “Kowski 
College,” which opened at Yosemite 
National Park in 1957. 

The first HSR initiated under the 
new format in Region 1 (redesig- 
nated the Southeast Region in 1962) 


was prepared by Herbert Olson, 
then park historian at Virgin Islands 
National Historic Site (redesignated 
Christiansted NHS in 1961). Follow- 
ing a month's research expedition in 
the summer of 1957 to the Danish 
Archives, Herb prepared a HSR of 
212 pages on Christiansted’s Fort 
Christiansvaern. An outstanding 
report, it featured a historical data 
section and was accepted and ap- 
proved by regional director Elbert 
Cox in August 1960. The Olson re- 
port served the Southeast Region as 
a model to provide guidance and 
standards against which future 
HSRs prepared in that region would 
be measured. 

In 1959, with Mission 66 in 
progress and the approach of the 
Civil War Centennial calling the 
tune, the NPS planned to acquire 
title to the Dover Hotel—then 
known as the Surrender House—as 
an addition to Fort Donelson Na- 
tional Military Park. (The area was 
redesignated as a National Battle- 
field in August 1985.) As regional 
research historian, I was assigned 
the task of preparing the Historical 
Data Section of the HSR. To guide 
me, | was provided with copies of 
the memoranda, field orders, etc., 
heretofore cited, along with Olson's 
Fort Christiansvaern report. Region 
al chief of interpretation J.C. “Pinky” 
Harrington and regional historian 
James “Jim” Holland stressed that in 


preparing the historical data section, 
I was not to make any measured 
drawings or remove or analyze any 
fabric, because this was the respon- 
sibility of the historical architects, 
who at a future date were to pre- 
pare the architectural data section of 
the HSR. I was cautioned that to do 
otherwise would bring down on me 
the wrath of the formidable and 
forthright Charles E. Peterson. I was 
informed that because of the signifi- 
cance of the Dover Hotel to the park 
story, the documentary research into 
its construction history and events 
associated with the “unconditional 
surrender” was to be exhaustive. 

In December 1959, following a 
field trip to Fort Donelson, Clarks- 
ville, and Nashville to collect docu- 
mentary materials, | returned to my 
field office at Vicksburg and pre- 
pared the historical data section of 
the HSR. The core of the documen- 
tary materials were the papers of the 
Fort Donelson House Historical As- 
sociation from 1927 to 1959. After 
collating them by years and stacking 
them in neat piles around my office, 
| went home for the evening. The 
next morning when I returned, I 
found, to my horror, that the janitor 
had sacked up the documents and 
sent them out to be disposed of 
with the rest of the park refuse. For- 
tunately, they had not yet been 
burned, and I was able to retrieve 

(continued on page 4) 
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tions may be obtained as part of the 
process. It is this data, although not 
required in the HSR, that should be 
placed in a data bank for future ref- 
erence. A means of storing such data 
in an accessible format clearly is 
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something that should be developed 
and become part of the HSR prepa- 
ration process. 

All HSRs need not be costly. They 
do need to be useful documents and 
it is to this end the required research 
should be directed. If this work is 
done by trained and knowlec ,,eable 
individuals, working within a de- 
fined set of parameters, the resulting 


product should be a well-researched, 
cost-effective document that pro- 
vides pertinent information for those 
in the present as well as for those in 
the future. 





E. Blaine Cliver is chief, Preservation 
Assistance Division, National Park 
Service, Washington Office. 








The Chief Historian’s Reflections on 
HSRs 
(continued from page 3) 


them and continue with my re- 
search. The historical data section 
was submitted and accepted by re- 
gional director Cox in April 1960, 
and a narrative focusing on the “un- 
conditional surrender,” placing it in 
context, and documenting that cer- 
tain events traditionally associated 
with the Dover Hotel had taken 
place elsewhere, was published by 
the Tennessee Historical Quarterly (Vol. 


XXI, Nos. 1 & 2, March and June 
1962), under the title “Uncondi- 
tional Surrender: The Fall of Fort 
Donelson.” 

Some three years later, in the sum- 
mer of 1963, an Eastern Office of 
Design and Construction (EODC) 
team of student historical architects 
visited Dover to undertake prepara- 
tion of the architectural data section 
of the HSR. The team prepared four 
sheets of measured drawings and 
took a number of photographs. 
While at Dover, the team removed 
siding to open up the building and 
facilitate future investigation of a 
building that had had an exceedingly 
complex structural history. Upon 
their return to academia the team 
did not replace the siding and 
planks they had removed, causing 
significant water damage, much to 
the annoyance of the park superin- 
tendent. In addition, there was no 
follow-up, and, although referenced 
in the drawings, no Architectural 
Data Section was completed by Serv- 
ice historical architects. 

Finally, in 1971, Historical Archi- 
tect Russell Jones of the Eastern Serv- 
ice Center was tasked to finalize the 
Dover Hotel HSR, which was dis- 
tributed as an approved document 
by the Denver Service Center in 
June 1972, more than 12 years after | 
had completed the subject Historical 
Data Section. The report, as repro- 
duced and distributed, featured Ad- 
ministrative, Historical, and Archi- 
tectural Data Sections, photographs, 
the four sheets of EODC 1963 mea- 
sured drawings, nine sheets of 
drawings prepared by Architect 
Jones to guide the proposed adap- 
tive restoration of the Dover Hotel, 
and a Project Construction Proposal 
(PCP) estimate. 
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Earlier, in 1966, a major reorgani- 
zation had been effected under the 
aegis of George B. Hartzog, Jr., who 
had succeeded Conrad Wirth as 
NPS Director in 1964. Under this 
reorganization, history research was 
centralized in the Washington Office 
History Studies Division headed by 
Chief Historian Robert Utley. Mr. 
Utley’s staff included several histori- 
cal architects, among them Charles 
Pope, a highly qualified but strong- 
willed professional. By bringing to- 
gether a corps of historians and ar- 
chitects, it was assumed by NPS 
leadership that the preparation of 
HSRs, for which Utley’s division 
would be responsible, could be stan- 
dardized to meet management 
needs in a cost effective and sequen- 
tial manner. 

Several “model” integrated HSRs 
were prepared in 1966-67, featuring 
under one cover Administrative, 
Historical, and Archeological Data 
Sections. Under Architect Pope's 
leadership the data to be included 
in the Administrative Data Section 
was standardized, and it was agreed 
that this section of the HSR would 
be prepared by park management 
with input from appropriate disci- 
pline specialists. 

In July 1968 another Hartzog reor- 
ganization was implemented that 
had far-reaching repercussions on 
preparation of HSRs. This involved 
creation of the Office of Archeology 
and Historic Preservation headed by 
Dr. Ernest A. Connally, with three 
divisions—Archeology, History, and 
Historic Architecture. Utley contin- 
ued to head the History Division, 
and Joseph S. Watterson was at the 
helm of Historic Architecture with 
Henry Judd in charge of the in- 
house historic architecture pro- 
grams. Responsibility for prepara- 
tion of the two key discipline-related 
sections of the HSRs were, as they 
had been before 1966, divided. 
Spokespersons for their respective 
disciplines, in the occasional acrimo- 
nious debates that followed, as to 
what constituted a “good” HSR and 
the sequencing of them to insure a 
cost-effective completion of the vari- 
ous sections, were Mr. Judd and 
Roy E. Appleman, the latter a re- 
tired Army colonel who was a forth- 
right and uncompromising advocate 
of the value of history in under- 
standing a structure in its totality. In 
their debates, Hank Judd would cite 


Francis Wilshin’s study, more than 
500 pages long, of the “Stone 
House” at Manassas NBP, and point 
out that the study contained only 
one-half dozen pages of data on the 
building’s structural evolution of use 
to his profession in planning its 
preservation and restoration. The 
rest of the Wilshin report was de- 
voted to a detailed history of the 
Warrenton Turnpike, local taverns, 
the Mathews family, and the two 
battles of Manassas. The Historical 
Data Section for four small outbuild- 
ings at Antietam NB (348 pages), 
Mr. Judd noted, contained minimal 
data on the buildings and more in- 
formation on battle actions than 
even the most avid reader desired, 
and had cost more than $3,000, in 
addition to the historian’s salary, to 
reproduce and distribute. The 
$3,000 was $1,000 less than the 
$4,000 programmed for the stabiliza- 
tion of these outbuildings. 


Colonel Appleman reminded Mr. 
Judd that the historical architects 
frequently failed to meet deadlines 
in preparation of the Architectural 
Data Sections. By the time they did, 
year-end monies set aside for repro- 
duction and distribution of the 
HSRs to the field had lapsed. He 
argued that documentary research 
into a building’s history, in the inter- 
est of economy and efficiency, 
should be multi-faceted because the 
NPS has interpretive as well as pres- 
ervation needs. Appleman also 
called attention to the failure of the 
project architects to prepare comple- 
tion reports when physical work 
was finished. 

Before these conflicting concerns 
could be fully mediated, Director 
Hartzog, to better integrate planning 
into cultural resource management, 
in April 1970, implemented yet an- 
other reorganization. Except for the 
chiefs of divisions, and a small sup- 
port cadre to oversee policy and to 
provide professional support to the 
directorate, the historians and his- 
torical architects assigned to the Of- 
fice of Archeology and Historic Pres- 
ervation were transferred to the 
field, most being sent to the Eastern 
Service Center, but a few to the 
Western Service Center. In the win- 
ter of 1971-72, the service centers 
merged and became the Denver Serv- 
ice Center (DSC). 

Merrill Mattes, with more than 30 
years’ service and a good track 
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record as a historian and manager, 
headed up the DSC’s historic pres- 
ervation team. Mattes integrated 
planning, research, and projects into 
a system that enabled the NPS to 
complete on schedule the multi- 
million dollar historic preservation 
and development undertakings asso- 
ciated with the Bicentennial of the 
American Revolution and the Bicen- 
tennial Land Heritage Program. A 
large number of HSRs were pre- 
pared to support these projects and 
accorded with the organizational 
structure scheme defined in the Ac- 
tivities Standards, calling for four sec- 
tions—administrative, historical, ar- 
cheological, and architectural. The 
physical work was to be recorded in 
a new report called a “Historic 
Structure Preservation Guide” 
(HSPG). Unfortunately, the track 
record for preparation of HSPGs, 
until the mid-1980s, was no better 
than for the Completion Reports 
previously called for. A task direc- 
tive, to be reviewed and commented 
on by the park and the Washington 
Office and approved by the responsi- 
ble regional director, was developed 
to serve as a contract between DSC 
and the client, defining the scope of 
work, costs, and prod:ict. Until the 
mid-1970s, and the reestablishment 
of cultural resources professionals in 
the regional offices, the oversight 
provided HSRs was minimal. Wash- 
ington Office review by Historic Ar- 
chitecture, until Randall Biallas en- 
tered on duty, in 1980, was at best 
superficial, because Mr. Judd, an 
outstanding hands-on historical ar- 
chitect, eschewed paperwork and 
writing critiques. 

In October of 1980, the NPS is- 
sued Release No. 1 of the Cultural 
Resources Management Guideline 
(NPS-28). The continued inability of 
the NPS to produce an integrated 
HSR featuring the required sections, 
the accumulation of masses of su- 
perfluous research into buildings of 
marginal significance with detailed 
social histories of the occupants, 
and the high costs of the reports as 
contrasted with available treatment 
funds cried out for drastic action. 
The measures taken to address 
these issues called for the inclusion 
of only three components: an ad- 
ministrative data section, a physical 
history and analysis section, and an 
appendix. Release No. 2 (1981) and 
Release No. 3 (1985) of NPS-28 con- 
tinued this practice. 
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This led to improvements, but 
problems have persisted. In the 
nearly nine years that | have had 
shared responsibility for Washington 
Office review of HSRs, I have noted 
that: (a) ioo many reports continue 
to be submitted in the pre-1980 for- 
mat with discrete historical and ar- 
chitectural data sections; (b) the dis- 
cipline specialists fail to coordinate 
history, architecture, and archeology 
research to produce an integrated 
multidisciplinary document; (c) 
costs continue to be too high, e.g., 
the HSR for the Hampton heating 
system, a fairly small and not highly 
complex property, was programmed 
at more than $45,000; (d) the per- 
sonal interests of the preparer rather 
than the needs of the NPS or the 
significance of the structure too of- 
ten guide the level of historical re- 
search; (e) management and the his- 
torian continue, inappropriately, to 
seek to answer interpretive needs 
through the HSR; (f) certain HSRs 
fail to address the issues and prob- 
lems defined in their task directives, 


e.g., the HSR on the Old Court- 
house at Jefferson National Expan- 
sion Memorial; and (g) there is an 
unnecessary belief that any inter- 


vention into the fabric of a structure 


listed in or eligible for listing in the 
National Register mandates a full 
HSR featuring all elements as de- 
fined by NPS-28. 

Concerned about these issues, 


along with others raised by manage- 


ment and articulate and perceptive 
members of his profession, former 
NPS Chief Historical Architect 
Michael Adlerstein, soon after re- 
porting for duty in the Washington 
Office, convened a task force to re- 
view how to make HSRs more re- 
sponsive to the needs of manage- 


ment in a cost-effective manner that 


protects resources and insures that 


the Service addresses its responsibil- 
ities under the 1916 Organic Act and 


the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended. The task 


force report and related articles were 


published in the CRM Bulletin, Vol. 
13, No. 4. 











“Building File” HSRs: 
Hope for Golden Gate NRA 


Richard A. Borjes 











s a member of the task force for 

the redefinition of the Historic 
Structure Report, I brought to the 
January 1990 meeting healthy con- 
cerns for the management of the 
over 700 (at present count) historic 
buildings in Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area, including the 
newly acquired Presidio of San Fran- 
cisco. HSRs are needed for these 
resources that will provide direction 
to management, the preservation 
professionals and to proposed build- 
ing users. As is the case for the en- 
tire National Park System, precious 
little funding or time exists to pro- 
vide these needed HSRs. 

The recommendations of the task 
force loosen the traditional concept 
of the HSR. During the January 
meeting, a “building file” concept of 
a HSR was put forward (described 
by Billy Garrett in his CRM Bulletin 
article, “Historic Structure Reports: 
A Redefinition’). This compilation of 


existing data into a HSR provides 
some hope for Golden Gate. 

The primary need for manage- 
ment of historic buildings in Golden 
Gate is to provide direction to pres- 
ervation and rehabilitation work. 
Adaptive use of buildings is part of 
the park’s enabling legislation. 
Profits from leases of some park 
buildings are applied back into 
maintenance. It is the best of all 
possible worlds for quick inhabita- 
tion of buildings. The General Man- 
agement Plan provides specific 
direction to management on what 
uses are considered to be appropri- 
ate for each building in the park. To 
date, the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation have 
been the minimum performance 
standards which have guided man- 
agement and preservation profes- 
sionals in decisionmaking. 


(continued on page 6) 
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“Building File’’ HSRs 
(continued from page 5) 


In the beginning, building users 
tended to be low scale non-profit 
organizations and th¢ Secretary's 
Standards provided adequate direc- 
tion to building users and manage- 
ment. Today the situation has 
changed. The small scale organiza- 
tions who moved into our buildings 
15 years ago are growing in size, 
public recognition and ability to 
obtain funding. There is now a need 
to evaluate impacts and provide di- 
rection to proposed actions that 
must be outlined in Historic Struc- 
ture Reports. 

Perhaps 80% of Golden Gate's 
historic structures are military build- 
ings. Many of the buildings are 
based on standard military construc- 
tion plans. There is a great deal of 
information available on these build- 
ings in existing files. Old military 
records taken over by the park con- 
tain information about the construc- 
tion and subsequent modifications. 
National Register nomination forms 
have information on the significance 
of the structures. An abundant 
amount of historical information is 
contained in several historic resource 
studies. Lastly, the Section 106 com- 
pliance files contain decisions made 
on previous actions. At present, this 
information exists in several different 
locations throughout the park, re- 
gional office and in active Army 
files. 

We recently attempted to produce 
a HSR following the “building file” 
concept in a contract with a private 
sector A/E firm. Under this contract 
the basic text for a HSR was pulled 
together from existing data but still 
followed the basic format of admin- 
istrative data, physical history and 
analysis section. The cost was rela- 
tively low because the research was 
minimal. 

The subject of the HSR is the Fort 
Mason Port of Embarkation which 
was designated as a National His- 
toric Landmark in 1985. The Land- 
mark district includes several 
warehouse and pier structures that 
constitute almost 150,000 square feet 
of space. Under a cooperative agree- 
ment, signed in 1978, a non-profit 
foundation leases space to a diverse 
group of organizations in line with 
the GMP. 

The A/E firm pulled together the 
considerable database developed by 
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the park in the 12 years of operating 
the Fort Mason structures. This in- 
formation forms the bulk of the re- 
sulting document. In addition to 
existing information, the A/E per- 
formed a condition survey of all 
structures. This survey was consid- 
ered to be iniportant to provide cur- 
rent data on preservation needs. 
Finally, to provide daily direction to 
the NPS and the foundation, the 

A/E extrapolated the existing data 
and provided guidelines for the 
most commonly requested structure 
modifications based on previous 
Section 106 compliance decisions, 
historic significance of the Land- 
mark, and integrity and condition of 
the structures. 

This HSR has turned out to be 
somewhat more than a building file 
but certainly less than a comprehen- 
sive study. In line with the recom- 
mendations of the HSR task force, 
this report was written for the “pri- 
mary audience,” that being park 
management and the user. The con- 
dition survey was completed to 
provide management with a clear 
picture of current preservation needs 
and the extrapolation of information 
into guidelines provides direction to 
the user for their future proposals. 
In addition, the action of rehabilitat- 


ing structures that contribute to a 
National Historic Landmark district 
requires a high level of sensitivity to 
prevent the loss of historic character 
and fabric. 

It is our hope that the Fort Mason 
Port of Embarkation HSR can pro- 


vide a model for the other reports 
needed in Golden Gate. In cases 
where the use of a structure requires 
only minimal alteration, a simple 
“building file” may be sufficient to 
provide direction. However, rehabili- 
tation of structures contributing to 
one of our Landmark districts may 
require the level of report compiled 
for Fort Mason. Certainly, as the 
National Park Service looks at leas- 
ing the Presidio of San Francisco a 
great deal of thought will have to be 
given to the level of information 
needed “up front” to provide ade- 
quate direction to management and 
potential building users. My hope is 
that the recommendations provided 
by the HSR task force can provide 
management and the preservation 
professionals with options to ade- 
quately protect our historic resources 
with the least extraneous effort. 





Richard A. Borjes is the historical archi- 
tect at Golden Gate National Recreation 
Area. 











Integrating ICAP Into the HSR 
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t is becoming increasingly more 
difficult to properly plan and re- 
cord the physical work performed on 
historic structures. Funding has not 

kept up with needs, and accom- 
plishing major physical work is per- 
ceived as being more important to 
the protection of a structure than 
preparing documents such as His- 
toric Structure Reports (HSR) or 
even final completion reports. Simi- 
larly, due to lack of funds and 
personnel, park and region mainten- 
ance files are not as up-to-date today 
as they were in the past. This has 
led to the loss of important physical 
information. 

Reports and files, however, are 
very important for documenting 
work that is planned or has been 


completed on a structure. Lack of 
documentation leads to poorly re- 
paired structures and wasted time 
attempting to determine the signifi- 
cance of the repairs when evaluating 
structures for eligibility or listing on 
the National Register. 

How can the NPS get a handle on 
identifying repair needs and prop- 
erly recording these repairs when 
the project is completed? The Rocky 
Mountain Region is exploring the 
use of the Inventory and Condition 
Assessment Program (ICAP) for 
collecting basic data to generate a 
HSR or Historic Structure Assess- 
ment Report (HSAR). There are sev- 
eral advantages to using ICAP. It is a 
standardized automated program; it 
is designed to interface with the List 


1990 No. 6 








of Classified Structures (LCS), the 
Cultural Resources Management 
Bibliography (CRBIB), and the Main- 
tenance Management (MM) pro- 
gram; it records the existing 
condition of each structure; it con- 
tains the important identification, 
management and historical informa- 
tion that is part of the LCS; it con- 
tains estimated cost for repairs of the 
structures by feature; and it contains 
information on the designers and 
improvements/modifications/repairs 
that have been completed over the 
years (the second version of ICAP, 
due in 1992, will have an expanded 
field for this). 

A negative aspect to using ICAP 
as the primary means fr collecting 
information may be that it is thought 
to be too time consuming and ex- 
pensive (also the present attitude 
toward preparing HSRs and mainte- 
nance files). However, this informa- 
tion must be gathered for historic 
structures in some format anyway. 
On the positive side, while the HSR 
is typically a hard bound report that 
is difficult to modify and mainte- 
nance files are difficult to maintain, 
the ICAP does allow the efficient 
addition of new information at any 
time after the original assessment is 
completed. 

Furthermore, the ICAP informa- 
tion collected would benefit several 
other program areas such as the MM 
program. All structures should have 
a condition assessment before work 
is scheduled. The ICAP program 
records this information and, if done 
carefully and thoroughly, can be 
uploaded to the MM program, thus 
meeting the MM requirements and 
having an updated deficiency report 
available to historic preservation 
programmers at the push of a 
button. 

The Rocky Mountain Region will 
conduct a pilot program at Rocky 
Mountain National Park to update 
the National Register, LCS, and his- 
toric architectural information on 
historic structures using the National 
Register Program Integrated Preser- 
vation Software and ICAP programs 
jointly. The field work will be done 
by contractors. All work will be 
monitored by the regional and park 
cultural resource professionals. The 
(ICAP) information will be printed in 
the form of a Historic Structure As- 
sessment Report (HSAR) and the 
data uploaded on the computer of 
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the park chief of maintenance. By 
combining the requirements of sev- 
eral programs and using the 
computer cross-referencing and up- 
loading capabilities, we can mini- 
mize duplication of effort and the 
amount of professional time re- 
quired. If this project is successful, 


the region will allocate resources to 
further update information on our 
historic structures. 





Richard J. Cronenberger is regional his- 
torical architect in the Rocky Mountain 
Regional Office. 











HSRs: Documentation First 











he Historic Structure Report task 

force chaired by Billy Garrett 
presented the results of their deliber- 
ations in a recent issue of the CRM 
Bulletin (Vol. 13: No. 4). The task 
force’s specific recommendations 
were contained in the article, “A 
New Conceptual Model.” The article 
presented here is the consensual 
response of the Building Conserva- 
tion Branch of the North Atlantic 
Cultural Resources Center to the 
majority of those recommendations. 

The Building Conservation Branch 
in Boston—formerly the North At- 
lantic Historic Preservation Center— 
has had 15 years’ experience in 
preparing historic structure reports. 
Individual staff members have been 
preparing them for more than a dec- 
ade. The number of reports pro- 
duced annually varies, but averages 
around 8 to 10. 

The focus of these reports has 
been influenced by several factors. 
These factors include the predomi- 
nance of cultural—as opposed to 
natural—resources in the North At- 
lantic Region, the presence in the 
region of managers with back- 
grounds in fields such as architec- 
ture and history, and the growing 
interest in analytical techniques. A 
major influence has been the experi- 
ence gained from working on so 
many different types of structures 
and writing HSRs about them. 

The staff of the Building Conser- 
vation Branch (BCB) realizes that 
continual review and updating of 
NPS guidelines for HSRs is essential 
to obtaining the most useful product 
at the least cost. It is also agreed that 
portions of NPS-28 need revision, 
both to resolve internal conflicts/ 
ambiguities and to respond to new 


trends in the treatment of structures 
in the National Park System. 

The BCB disagrees, however, with 
what appears to be the task force’s 
primary proposal for change: that 
historic structure reports can and 
often should contain substantial 
amounts of material relating to pro- 
gram development and implementa- 
tion. This philosophy is embodied in 
recommendation 1 in the article, “A 
New Conceptual Model.” (For ease 
of reference, the nine “measures” — 
or recommendations—cited in the 
article have been numbered in the 
order in which they appear.) 

Recommendation 1 suggests that a 
HSR could be a traditional docu- 
mentary effort, OR an essentially 
management-related report, OR a 
completion report. The potential for 
confusion in the planning, execu- 
tion, and public reception of such 
HSRs is obvious. The language of 
the recommendation seems to have 
been written as a compromise be- 
tween those who favor the tradi- 
tional documentary focus and those 
who want to make HSRs more “rele- 
vant” to management. 

It is the BCB’s conviction that the 
primary—even exclusive—purpose of 
a HSR is to document a structure. 
This documentation is accomplished 
in two ways: through research into 
archival resources pertaining to the 
structure's history, and by physical 
investigation and analysis of the 
structure's fabric. Such a report 
should include measured drawings 
and photographic and graphic illus- 
trations, and oral histories when 
relevant. It should convey the extent 
of structural fabric remaining from 
the various periods of the structure's 
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history, and should include recom- 
mendations on how to stabilize, 
preserve, or restore the structure. 
Finally, it should include a manage- 
ment summary to make the findings 
of the report readily accessible and 
useful to NPS managers. 

Such a «SR provides managers 
with the information they need to 
respond to virtually any develop- 
mental issue, whenever it may arise. 
It can be used to formulate planning 
documents such as the Interpretive 
Prospectus. The BCB has found that 
information uncovered during the 
preparation of a HSR can often 
broaden the understanding of the 
resource and its significance to its 
park’s mission. The HSR can play a 
large role in the development of 
maintenance programs and sched- 
ules. It can be used in the prepara- 
tion of plans and specifications for 
preservation or restoration projects. 


The HSR can help managers assess 
the impact of planned interventions 
such as the installation of fire- 
suppression systems and 
handicapped-access facilities. It can 
be used by specialists involved in 
curatorial, interpretive, and land- 
scaping issues. 

In short, the management issues 
current at the time a HSR is written 
are not necessarily the only ones 
that will ever crop up concerning the 
subject structure. Any HSR written 
to satisfy particular current issues 
may quickly become limited and 
obsolete. A HSR that is primarily a 
documentary resource, however, will 
continue to be useful for a variety of 
purposes. 

The ideal, “exhaustive” HSR de- 
scribed above would not be suitable, 
of course, for a structure considered 
to be of limited significance. NPS-28 
already provides for a broad but 
less-detailed type of HSR (“thor- 
ough”) for less-significant structures. 
Such a report would look at the en- 
tire structure, but would not include 
in-depth or invasive investigation. It 
could be expanded into an “exhaus- 
tive” report at a later date if the 
structure turned out to be more sig- 
nificant than originally thought. 

There will be times when a signifi- 
cant structure must undergo work 
before a HSR has been written for it. 
One such time is when a particular 


structural feature needs immediate 
repair or replacement in kind. Such 
immediate and small-scale interven- 
tions can be accomplished without a 
loss of historical documentation if an 
“existing conditions and fabric eval- 
uation” is conducted of the affected 
area before, during, and after the 
intervention work. In this way, roofs, 
porches, and other discrete features 
can be repaired or replaced in kind 
without losing the information in- 
herent in the original fabric. The 
results of the evaluation would be 
incorporated into the HSR when it 
was written at a later date. 

Larger-scale interventions in a 
historic structure also may be re- 
quired before a HSR is written. An 
intrusion-alarm system may need to 
be installed, or electrical service may 
need to be upgraded. It is easy for 
managers to focus only on the issue 
at hand. However, such single- 
mindedness risks doing severe and 
irreversible damage to the historic 
structure. 

The BCB suggests that a survey of 
a historic structure be made similar 
to a historic structure assessment 
report in such instances. Thi: survey 
would be similar to but more exten- 


sive than those already being con- 
ducted for the HUDAT program. It 
would view the structure as a whole, 
then focus on the particular feature 
or aspect about to be altered in rela- 
tion to the complete structure. The 
survey could be as brief or as de- 
tailed as time and money permitted, 
and could include archival materials 
analysis. Managers could use it for 
planning and compliance purposes; 
architects could use it for the prepa- 
ration of cost estimates, with or 
without the inclusion of schematics. 
Finally, it could be expanded at a 
later date into a HSR if such action 
was desired. The survey itself would 
not be considered to be a HSR, 
however. 

A brief historic structure survey 
could be used when extensive altera- 
tions are planned for park-owned 
buildings that are considered of in- 
sufficient significance to merit a 
HSR, but which are useful for pur- 
poses such as park housing. Ill- 
considered changes are undesirable 
even for structures of minimal signif- 
icance. First, the appearance of every 
structure has an impact on the per- 
sons who see it, whether they be the 
visiting public or park staff. It is 


reasonable to expect the National 
Park Service to be sensitive to integ- 
rity in general. Second, even mini- 
mally significant structures within 
parks often relate in some way to the 
park theme, and their appropriate 
appearance can be critical in promot- 
ing that theme. Finally, close physi- 
cal investigation of “insignificant” 
structures sometimes discovers that 
they are more valuable than origi- 
nally thought. 

The BCB staff also felt the need to 
comment on recommendations 3, 5, 
7, and 9. Recommendation 3 pro- 
poses to “limit the scope of a HSR 
according to the availability of infor- 
mation in other convenient sources.” 
Our experience has shown that writ- 
ers of HSRs must investigate pri- 
mary sources of information in order 
to verify the accuracy and complete- 
ness of the information in those 
“convenient sources.” Even National 
Register nominations have proved to 
be erroneous. The BCB also believes 
that one of the main values of a HSR 
is the way in which it pulls together 
in a coherent and related manner 
information from many sources. 
Without a well-researched HSR 
available to them, managers must 
rely on a scattered, incomplete body 
of information of questionable 
accuracy. 

Recommendation 5 appears de- 
signed to elevate the traditional com- 


pletion report to the status of a HSR. 
The BCB heartily acknowledges the 
importance of completion reports, 
but does not believe that they should 
be confused with HSRs. 
Recommendation 7 discusses the 
possible use of a matrix as a way of 
defining limits for research on HSRs. 
The article itself lists some of the 
hazards of using such a device, and 
the BCB believes that they are suffi- 
ciently serious to preclude its use. 
Recommenciation 9 suggests that 
the number of copies made of most 
HSRs be limited to 10. The BCB’s 
experience has shown that having 10 
copies of a HSR prepared through 
the Government Printing Office is 
neither sufficient nor economical. 
Copies need to be given, not only to 
the recipients cited in the CRM Bulle- 
tin article, but also to contributors, 
universities with which the BCB has 
cooperative agreements, and the 
author. The BCB has found that a 
“run” of 30 copies represents a good 
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The Mammoth Cave National Park Planning 
Project: Cooperative SHPO-Federal Agency 
Cultural Resource Management 


his article will focus on Mam- 

moth Cave National Park’s role 
as the site of an ongoing cultural 
resource planning project previously 
written about in a story entitled “In- 
tegrating Survey, Planning and 
Compliance—A Model” included in 
the October-December 1988 issue of 
CRM Bulletin. The following material 
was adapted from a paper presented 
during the “Preservation Challenges 
for the 1990s” conference held in 
Washington, DC on June 5-7, 1990 
and will provide a summary analysis 
of the Mammoth Cave planning 
project as it nears completion. 


KKK 


Although the concept of “ecosys- 
tem management” has become a 
common theme for natural resource 
professionals, this approach has not 
really caught on among cultural re- 
source staff who administer Federal 
agency historic preservation pro- 
grams. Federal land managing agen- 
cies, in particular, must confront 
certain pragmatic obstacles before 
adopting an ecosystem management 
perspective. For example, given lim- 
ited budgets to manage cultural re- 
sources extending across a large land 
area, can land managing agencies 
really expect to survey, evaluate, and 
register the complete universe of 
cultural resources located within 
their boundaries, let alone concern 
themselves with resource evaluation 
questions extending outside their 
boundaries? While such questions 
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are both legitimate and difficult to 
answer, joint Federal agency-State 
Historic Preservation Office projects 
offer possibilities for resolving these 
concerns. One such joint project is 
currently underway in Mammoth 
Cave National Park in Kentucky. 

The Mammoth Cave project, 
which began in 1987, involves a vari- 
ety of players including the park 
staff, the SHPO (Kentucky Heritage 
Council), and the Southeast Region 
and Washington, DC offices of the 
National Park Service. Project fi- 
nancing came from Historic Preser- 
vation Fund money dispensed by 
the Interagency Resources Division 
of the National Park Service and also 
from the Commonwealth of Ken- 
tucky which provided a cash match. 
This funding allowed the Kentucky 
Heritage Council, which received the 
Federal funds and assisted with pro- 
ject oversight, to hire contractors to 
complete various components of the 
project. 

The first step in the project re- 
quired contracting for creation of an 
SHPO planning document. To facili- 
tate preservation planning activity, 
the Kentucky Heritage Council di- 
vides the state into five geographic 
planning regions: Pennyrile, Blue- 
grass, Eastern Kentucky, Western 
Purchase, and Urban Areas. The 
planning process in each region be- 
gins with a “planning overview” 
which provides preliminary informa- 
tion about historic property types in 
the region, along with historic con- 


texts relevant to the evaluation of 
these historic properties. 

Because no planning overview 
document had yet been assembled 
for the Pennyrile region, the project 
began by preparing a study entitled 
“The Pennyrile Cultural Landscape 
Planning Overview” which focused 
on the 38 county region in west- 
central Kentucky which includes 
Mammoth Cave National Park. For 
the purposes of this project, the 
overview intended to provide a 
broader regional context within 
which to evaluate the national park’s 
cultural resources. Furthermore, this 
initial planning overview allows the 
SHPO to expedite future cultural 
resource survey and registration 
work in the region. Individuals con- 
ducting surveys at the sub-regional 
level, which may consist of one or 
more counties within the Pennyrile, 
can employ the regional planning 
overview to locate information about 
applicable historic contexts and ex- 
pected property types. 

With preparation of this body of 
context documentation underway, an 
additional contract allowed for a 
survey of historic properties in the 
park. At the conclusion of the sur- 
vey, the contractor set about finaliz- 
ing separate survey forms for the 
National Park Service and the Ken- 
tucky Heritage Council. The next 
step called for the development of 
draft historic context statements to 
provide documentary material for 
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balance between distribution, eco- 
nomics, and storage needs. 

In summary, the BCB believes that 
redefining the content of HSRs as 
proposed would decrease the quality 
of the documentary information in 
them, and consequently the actions 
taken based upon them. We agree 
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that HSRs should be a basis, a start- 
ing point, for “a dynamic, decision- 
making” process, but not part of it. 
We believe that a tightening and a 
sharpening is needed of our current 
focus on HSRs as documentary re- 
sources. We also believe that there is 
a need for managers to understand 
the ways in which this resource can 
be used to address a wide variety of 
their concerns. We do not think that 
this approach precludes “good infor- 


mation and clear thinking.” In fact, 
it would seem to promote clear 
thinking, by reducing the confusion 
and conflict over what should and 
should not be included in a HSR. 
The NPS does need to approach its 
structures with a “proper balance 
between thoughtful consideration 
and action.” However, it is 
impossible—and unnecessary—to 
accomplish all of this within the 
context of the HSR. 





The Mammoth Cave National Park 
Planning Project 
(continued from page 9) 


evaluating the significance of sur- 
veyed resources, followed by compi- 
lation of a multiple property 
National Register nomination for 
eligible properties in the park. 

As the project evolved, two divi- 
sions in the Washington, DC office 
of the National Park Service—the 
Interagency Resources Division and 
the History Division—began to rec- 
ognize many obvious similarities 
between multiple property National 
Register nominations and a related 
cultural resources document used in 
the national parks known as a His- 
toric Resource Study. Given the nu- 
merous likenesses, both divisions 
worked jointly to develop a strategy 
for integrating the two documents 
into one. The resulting document 
would serve to nominate resources 
in compliance with Section 110 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act 
and would provide a body of infor- 
mation to assist in interpreting Na- 
tional Park Service historic resources 
to the public. The Interagency Re- 
sources Division assumed responsi- 
bility for producing this document. 
Although the staff time devoted to 
preparing this study added consider- 
ably to the overall length and cost of 
the project, this expenditure of time 
and money will lead to the develop- 
ment of model guidelines for similar 
National Park Service projects to 
follow in the future and also suggest 
ideas for reducing duplication in the 
preparation of other cultural re- 
source documents. 

In addition to providing a regional 
planning overview for the SHPO 
and a cultural resource survey and 
National Register nominations for 
the national park, the project also 
provided an opportunity to experi- 
ment with a strategy for inspiring 
Federal land managers to look be- 
yond the immediate Section 106 
process and implement comprehen- 
sive cultural resource surveys. Ac- 
complishment of this objective came 
through linking the resource survey 
and resulting National Register nom- 
inations with the completion of a 
programmatic agreement. The signif- 
icance of this accomplishment re- 
quires some additional explanation. 

When a Federal land managing 
agency develops plans to build a 
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road, initiate a timber cut, or issue a 
mineral exploration permit, work 
should not begin until cultural re- 
source specialists determine what 
impacts the project will have on his- 
torical or archeological properties 
and, if necessary, develop a strategy 
for minimizing those impacts. This 
often leads to a narrow emphasis on 
mitigating the effects of specific indi- 
vidual projects. While acknowledg- 
ing the importance of these 
mitigation efforts, this approach to 
Section 106 compliance can result in 
piecemeal preservation by providing 
no incentive to identify and evaluate 
cultural resources which do not fall 
within given project areas. Such a 
strategy discourages comprehensive 
knowledge of the resource base and 
means that Section 106 concerns 
arise every time the agency under- 
takes a new project. Not only does 
this cost more money over the long- 
term, but also dictates that the plan- 
ning of future projects will not 
always include advance awareness of 
the location and significance of cul- 
tural resources located in the Federal 
land management area. 

To counteract this situation, a pro- 
grammatic agreement will culminate 
the Mammoth Cave project. By di- 
recting that a cultural resource sur- 
vey and multiple property National 
Register nomination precede the 
programmatic agreement, the project 
design assured that Section 106 com- 
pliance could be conducted with a 
sound understanding of the location 
and significance of cultural resources 
throughout the entire pa’k. Rather 
than encourage a limited project area 
focus, an effort to link park-wide 
survey, registration, and compliance 
assures the availability of solid infor- 
mation to assist in the planning of 
subsequent projects. Thus, the 
Mammoth Cave project blueprint 
encouraged park management to 
support comprehensive evaluation of 
cultural resources by promising a 
programmatic agreement which 
would specify both present and fu- 
ture Section 106 compliance options. 

To return to the ecosystem para- 
digm and summarize various results 
of the Mammoth Cave project, what 
can be said about efforts to establish 
a broader context within which to 
evaluate park resources? Although 
completion of “The Pennyrile Cul- 
tural Landscape Planning Overview” 
represented an important step in the 


SHPO planning process by provid- 
ing a comprehensive analysis of cul- 
tural resources within a large region, 
this document had less direct rele- 
vance for Mammoth Cave National 
Park. Given the study’s broad re- 
gional focus, the document generally 
lacked sufficient local detail to assist 
with the evaluation of historic re- 
sources in the national park. How- 
ever, the remedy to this matter is not 
necessarily the responsibility of the 
SHPO. Rather, in ecosystem-like 
fashion, the National Park Service 
(and other Federal land managing 
agencies) needs to adopt a parallel 
planning process which begins 
within the park area and works out- 
ward to encompass resources related 
to historic contexts which extend 
well beyond park boundaries. 

Implementing this remedy would 
probably be less dramatic than first 
appearances might indicate. For 
example, the Mammoth Cave project 
required the development of a his- 
toric context entitled “Commercial 
Cave Development and the Growth 
of Tourism in the Mammoth Cave 
Area, 1849-1926.” This body of con- 
text documentation assisted with the 
evaluation of various tourism-related 
resources within the park. 

With little or no additional work, 
this same body of information would 
serve nicely to document the signifi- 
cance of tourism-related resources 
located outside the park. Indeed, at 
least one highway leading to the 
park is literally lined with various 
examples of “roadside architecture” 
intimately related to the park’s tour- 
ism history. While park staff cer- 
tainly has no obligation to survey 
resources located outside the park, 
nothing prevents sharing this context 
documentation with the SHPO staff 
for their use in surveying these same 
resources. 

Other noteworthy advantages can 
result from cooperative projects. 
From an SHPO perspective, these 
joint projects would enable a SHPO 
to employ context material produced 
by the National Park Service to facili- 
tate their efforts to add properties to 
the state inventory through the 
survey process and to produce addi- 
tional National Register nomina- 
tions. The context documentation 
will also help to further refine 
themes in the state preservation 
plan. In addition, if SHPOs and 
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Educating the Public 


Diane E. Gelburd 





n the past few years, many cultural 

resources specialists have dis- 
cussed the need to reach out to the 
public more than we have in the 
past. People must become aware of, 
and concerned about, cultural re- 
sources to ensure their protection. In 
a recent CRM Bulletin on Interpreta- 
tion (Vol. 13, No. 3), Sandra Weber 
encourages cultural resources 
interpreters to present cultural re- 
sources as integral parts of a cultural 
ecosystem, rather than entertaining 
nostalgic incidents of our past. 
“They (park visitors), and we, must 
begin to realize that cultural re- 
sources constitute our cultural eco- 
system, the maintenance of which is 
just as vital to our survival as a 
healthy species as protection of the 
natural ecosystem.” ' In that same 
issue, Kathleen Hunter affirms that 
“a sense of heritage is fundamental 
to the well-being of every individual 
and group, and a knowledge of that 
heritage is essential to full participa- 
tion in society.” * In the ensuing 
CRM Bulletin, Frank McManamon 
states that more professionals are 


seeing the need for a national effort 
to promote archeology. “Leaders in 
American archeology perceive that 
better understanding about archeol- 
ogy will lead to more preservation of 
sites and data, less site looting and 
vandalism, greater support for the 
curation of archeological collections 
and records, and a demand by the 
general public for more interpreta- 
tion of and participation in archeol- 
ogy.” * Most recently, this issue has 
been addressed by Jeremy Sabloff, 
president of the Society for Ameri- 
can Archaeology. In the September 
1990 issue of the SAA Bulletin (Vol. 8, 
No. 4), he observes that “fortunately, 
in recent years archaeologists have 
come to realize that they must 
change their tactics if they are to 
turn the tide in the preservation 
conflict. Informed by the successes 
of other preservationists, such as 
those concerned with environmental 
issues, they have begun to adopt the 
successful tactics of group efforts 
and public outreach. . . . Moreover, 
archaeologists have perceived that 
our undertaking to combat looting 


through legislation will be of no avail 
without a well-planned campaign of 
public education.” * 

Some people may say that public 
education is not necessary. “Look at 
all the people who visit our parks” is 
often their retort. However, a 1988 
National Science Foundation study 
revealed that only 37% of all Ameri- 
can adults could recall that dino- 
saurs lived before the earliest human 
beings and 40% believe that alien 
creatures have visited earth.* With 
such lack of knowledge, it is clear 
that we need to increase the public’s 
awareness of our cultural ecosystem. 
There are many ways we can do 
that. Some of those ways are listed 
below. Implement one of them 
today. 





We, as cultural resources special- 
ists, have wonderful opportunities to 
promote and protect our cultural 
ecosystem. It is also our responsibil- 
ity to do so. Please share your ideas 
and experiences on public outreach 
activities by writing to the Managing 

(continued on page 12) 





The Mammoth Cave National Park 
Planning Project: 
(continued) 


Federal agencies work together to 
develop historic contexts and de- 
fined property types along with the 
requirements for listing these prop- 
erties in the National Register, the 
entire cultural resource management 
process will operate more smoothly 
and effectively. Some disagreements 
over resource eligibility may persist, 
but cooperative ventures will help to 
minimize such differences of 
opinion. 

From the Federal agency perspec- 
tive, adopting the ecosystem model 
as a guide for extending the outer 
edges of historic contexts beyond 
Federal land boundaries will provide 
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a more effective basis for evaluating 
the significance of cultural resources. 
When looking at a small subset of 
cultural resources tightly clustered in 
a Federal land area, historic signifi- 
cance can be very difficult to deter- 
mine. Trying to make significance 
decisions based on this restricted 
perspective can result in serious 
differences of opinion between 
SHPOs and Federal agencies. Broad- 
ening the evaluative context will 
provide agencies with a better frame- 
work for determining which re- 
sources have historic significance 
and which do not. Evaluation ques- 
tions aside, familiarity with a larger 
universe of cultural resources will 
help connect Federal land managers 
with resource threats which may 
originate on land located outside the 
national park, forest, or preserve. 


In the end, engaging in coopera- 
tive efforts in a world of limited time 
and money just makes good sense. 
These cooperative activities allow 
SHPOs and Federal agencies to 
stretch limited fiscal resources fur- 
ther and to recognize their mutual 
interests in preserving our signifi- 
cant historic resources and enhanc- 
ing the cultural environment within 
which we live. Discovering the com- 
munity of interests which exist be- 
tween a national park and a SHPO 
staff, and improving the working 
relationship between the two organi- 
zations, represent the most signifi- 
cant achievements of the Mammoth 
Cave National Park planning project. 





Bruce Noble is a historian in the Inter- 
agency Resources Division, National 
Park Service, Washington, DC. 
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Public Speaking and Interpretation 
Activities: 

1. Set up a local speakers bureau. 

2. Provide speakers for school 
curriculum. 

3. Arrange to speak on a radio or TV talk 
show. 

4. Provide speakers and give workshops 
at state teachers’ conferences. 

5. Present papers/talks at conferences of 
other disciplines, including those of 
writers. 

6. Invite writers, advertisers, and other 
people to attend lectures, conferences, 
and visit sites, open houses. 

7. Hold open houses at sites, labs, and 
museums to show collections. 

8. Establish a site tour program. 

9. Invite a public official or manager on a 
site tour. 

10. Provide guidelines/information for 
adding site protection discussion on 
archeological/historical tours. Informa- 
tion could include a tour leader's kit 
with handouts and sample materials. 

11. Talk to clubs. 

12. ialk to law enforcement officials to 
educate them about the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act (ARPA) and 
other cultural resources protection 
legislation. Encourage them to consider 
looting and vandalism a serious 
problem. 

13. Conduct general public programs 
describing cultural »cosystems as part of 
your on-going projects. Such programs 
can include site and lab tours, slide 
shows, and hands-on involvement. 


Publications and Press-related 
Activities: 


1. Write an article about our cultural 
ecosystem for a magazine of general 
distribution, such as Modern Maturity, 
travel or airline magazines. 

2. Write articles in journals of related 
disciplines (e.g. geology or soils). 

3. Send press releases on cultural 
resources activities to newspapers 

4. Write a cultural ecosystem column for 
a local newspaper. 

5. Develop a “press kit” on cultural 
ecosystem issues. This could include 


Educating the Public 
(continued from page 11) 


Editor, CRM Bulletin. And let's start 
working together to develop a well- 
organized public campaign! 


' Sandra S. Weber, “Interpreting Our 
‘Cuitural Ecosystem’ ,” CRM Bulletin, Vol. 
13 (3), National Park Service (Washing- 
ton, D.C. 1990), p. 1. 
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Educating the Public 


press releases on recent cultural 
resources activities. 
6. Advertise in Writer's Digest of 
availability to assist with cultural 

m information. 
7. Publicize significant problems and 
trends by tying to news “pegs.” For 
example, “The alarming increase in the 
loss of cultural heritage at home just as 
Cultural Property Advisory Committee 
begins to work with other countries 
seeking assistance to stop looting of their 
8. Work with a law school to encourage 
them to do a law review article on ARPA 
and other cultural resources protection 
authorities. 
9. Write articles and editorials for local 
newspapers. 
10. Recruit interested public to write 
letters to public officials and editorials in 
local newspapers. 
11. Develop an informal newsletter to be 
circulated to a network of people 
including interested public, other 
cultural resources specialists, 
environmentalists, etc. 
12. Prepare pamphlets on local cultural 
resources. 


Exhibits: 

1. Present exhibits on the cultural 
ecosystem and local cultural resources at 
county, state and school fairs, Boy Scout 
and Girl Scout activities, etc. 

2. Set up information booths at 
conferences for organizatio..s such as the 
National Science Teachers Association. 
3. Work with public facilities such as 
banks and libraries to set up displays. 

4. Prepare permanent and rotating 
exhibits with a cultural ecosystem 
message for museums. 


Teaching and Workshops: 


1. Prepare curriculum kits for school 
teachers with slides, overheads, 
handouts, and artifacts. 

2. Offer educational program assistance 
to departments of education and 
teachers’ associations. 

3. Develop summer workshop/courses 
for teachers. 

4. Assist a Boy Scout troop earn an 


* Kathleen Hunter, “A National Center 
for Heritage Education,” CRM Bulletin, 
Vol. 13 (3), National Park Service (Wash- 
ington, D.C. 1990), p. 20. 

‘Francis P. McManamon, “The Many 
Publics for Archeological Public Educa- 
tion, “CRM Bulletin, Vol. 13 (4), National 
Park Service (Washington, D.C. 1990), 
p. 29. 

‘Jeremy A. Sabloft, “Surveying the 
Field,” SAA Bulletin Vol. 8 (4), Society for 


American Heritage or Indian Lore merit 
badge through activities that educate 
them about our cultural ecosystem. 

5. Encourage your university's 
archeology or history program to include 
materials and courses on the cultural 
ecosystem and resource protection, 
management, and ethics. 

6. Develop materials suitable for national 
distribution aimed at elementary school 
children. 

7. Offer to add a cultural ecosystem 
module in an environmental education 


program. 
Support Activities: 


1. Become involved in local amateur 
archeological and historical societies to 
channel their efforts and ideas in a 
positive way and show professional 
support. 

2. Set up an awards program. 

3. Encourage/reward interdisciplinary 
and international study of the cultural 
ecosystem. 

4. Work with foundations and other 
organizations to encourage research on 
the cultural ecosystem. 

5. Develop information pamphlets for 
distribution with government materials, 
such as drivers license or car registration 
renewals, park pamphlets, etc. 

6. Enlist the aid of retirees. 

7. Talk to other cultural resources 
specialists to encourage them to conduct 
public outreach activities. 

8. Obtain funcing through local 
corporations to produce public 
information spots for radio or television. 
9. Contact local corporations to sponsor 
public ow about the cultural 

ec 

10. Establish a site steward program and 
recruit local residents to “patrol” sites 
and report instances of looting and 
vandalism. 

ll. Promote awareness with people 
involved in environmental concerns, 
museums and land management, e.g. 
ecologists, naturalists, soil scientists, etc. 
12. Establish a scholarship program for 
educators or students to attend cultural 
resources educational programs and 
other related activities. 


American Archaeology (Washington, 
D.C. 1990), p. 2. 

* Sharon Begley, Karen Springer, Mary 
Hager, Todd Barrett, and Nadine Joseph, 
“Not Just for Nerds,” Newsweek, Vol. CXV 
(15) (April 9, 1990), pp. 52-64. 





Diane Gelburd is assistant director, Eco- 
nomics and Social Sciences Division, for 
the Soil Conservation Service, and 
former NPS archeologist. 
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Partnership for Preservation: 
An Alaskan Case Study 


Kate Lidfors 





uring the past three years the 

Alaska Region has stitched to- 
gether a patchwork of NPS pro- 
grams with private, state, and 
international efforts to document 
and preserve the Russian heritage 
embodied in Alaska’s Orthodox 
churches. Although the project may 
well span a decade or more, it is 
already proving a successful partner- 
ship of public and private interests 
and an effective use of the combined 
resources of NPS internal and exter- 
nal programs. 

The impetus for the project came 
from several sources. NPS has estab- 
lished leadership in the preservation 
of Russian heritage in Alaska 
through its restoration and refur- 
nishing of the Russian Bishop's 
House at Sitka NHP and the corol- 
lary international conferences on 
Russian America held in Sitka in 
1978 and 1987. The dramatic opening 
of the Russian Bishop's House, at- 
tended by a Seviet delegation as well 
as hierarchs of the Orthodox church 
in America, served to spotlight NPS 
efforts throughout the state. 

At the same time, as candles flick- 
ered before the restored icons in the 
Bishop's chapel, it became all too 
evident that we had beautifully pre- 
served a specimen of cultural history 
that was rapidly losing the context in 
which its significance is understood. 
Four of the five Russian Orthodox 
churches which are National Historic 
Landmarks in Alaska are in seriously 
deteriorating condition. Most of the 
remaining 36 churches on the Na- 
tional Register of Historic Places are 
in as bad a condition, or worse. We 
are losing some of these buildings, 
as they are torn down or destroyed 
by fire. The icons and other furnish- 
ings, which were gifts from the Rus- 
sian church and state or were 
brought to Alaska with the early 
missionaries, are deteriorating from 
years of smoke, excessive moisture, 
uncontrolled temperatures, and ill- 
advised preservation efforts. 

Through the region's active pro- 
gram of Landmark monitoring, we 
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Interior cf the Church of the Holy Ascension (NHL), Unalaska. The deterioration of church furnishings 
is evident in the darkened condition of the icons and the sagging and stretched canvas of the iconostas, 


or icon screen. Photo by Barry McWayne. 


have been acutely aware of these 
problems. Condition Assessment 
Reports (CAR) have been done for 
three of the NHL churches and 
Landmarks at Risk (LAR) brochures 
prepared. Private donations in be- 
halt of Holy Ascension Church in 


Unalaska, Aleutian Islands, were the 


first deposited in the National His- 
toric Landmark Fund. The CARs 


have proven to be important tools in 


assisting the Orthodox Diocese of 
Alaska to confront the scope of the 
problems, set priorities, and begin 
fund raising efforts. Both the CARs 
and LARs have been critical in edu- 
cating legislators and private groups 
to the needs and specific solutions. 
These NPS initiatives have been 
met by a corresponding concern in 
other public and private sectors of 
the state for the preservation of this 
unique heritage. The Icon Preserva- 
tion Task Force (IPTF), founded 
three years ago by a group of schol- 
ars, artists, community activists, 
members of the SHPO and NPS 
staffs, and church representatives, 
laid out a three-part preservation 





Starista Nick Lekanoff lights candles before an icon 
in the Church of the Holy Ascension, Unalaska. 
Photo by Barry McWayne. 


agenda: (1) inventory and documen- 
tation of historically significant 
churches and objects; (2) public edu- 
cation; (3) restoration and 
conservation. , 

(continued on page 14) 
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Left, Church of the Holy Ascension (NHL), Unalaska. Site of the 1989 NPS/IPTF inventory, this church has been fully documented with HABS drawings and pho- 
tographs. Working with NPS, the state, and private industry, the church has launched a fund raising campaign for restoration work. Photo by Barry McWayne; 

Center, Icon of Mother of God, egg tempera on wood with carved silver cover in gilded frame. One of two hundred objects inventoried at the Church of the Holy 
Assumption (NHL), Kenai. Photo by Barry McWayne; Right, St. Nicholas Chapel, Kenai (Church of the Holy Assumption, NHL). Of typical Russian log construc- 
tion, this chapel is threatened by physical deterioration. NPS photo. 


Partnership for Preservation: An 
Alaskan Case Study 
(continued from page 13) 


The plan for Phase I, inventory 
and documentation, was to combine 
HABS architectural documentation 
with an IPTF-sponsored inventory of 
the contents of each church using 
the Automated National Catalog 
System with NPS technical assist- 
ance. The Church of the Holy As- 
sumption (NHL) in Kenai, Alaska 
was chosen for the pilot project be- 
cause of its historical significance, 
availability of documentary records, 
and road access. Although the 
present church was built in 1894, it is 
one of the best examples in Alaska 
of traditional Russian wooden 
church architecture and it numbers 
among its treasures many items from 
the first church built in 1849. 

The inventory was launched in 
April, 1988 with funding from IPTF 
contributors and a grant from the 
National Trust for Historic Preserva- 
tion. Several local airlines contrib- 
uted tickets for participants living 
outside of Anchorage, oil companies 
donat:d funds, and both Alaska 
Pacific University and the University 
of Alaska donated staff expertise. 
The tearm, headed by historian Bar- 
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bara Smith, was comprised of the 
parish priest and a diocesan liaison, 
the photographs curator at the Uni- 
versity of Alaska-Fairbanks, a free- 
lance conservator, and a NPS 
museum technician. 

The project catalogued 171 objects, 
including icons, vestments, liturgical 
utensils, and historic photographs. 
All objects were photographed in 
black and white, large format with 
color negatives and transparencies 
made for selected items. The final 
inventory package includes HABS 
drawings, computerized catalog, 
photographs, and a narrative report. 
Duplicate originals for this and fu- 
ture projects will be deposited in the 
Diocesan archives at Kodiak and in 
the library of Alaska Pacific Univer- 
sity, Anchorage. 

This first inventory provided both 
a model for subsequeat projects and 
a product to demonstrate the value 
of the effort. In 1989 the Alaska State 
Legislature appropriated $42,000 to 
continue the inventory at Holy As- 
cension, Unalaska—the first parish 
of Bishop Innocent (Veniaminov), 
whose later Episcopal residence NPS 
has restored in Sitka. As at Kenai, 
the original church no longer stands, 
but the existing architectural jewel 
contains many items related to Ve- 
niaminov and a wealth of icons and 


objects from the Orthodox heritage 
on the Aleutian Chain. 

The Unalaska project added an 
important dimension to the inven- 
tory process. During the Kenai in- 
ventory, the IPTF team realized that 
although they had excellent resource 
people available to access the reli- 
gious and historical significance of 
items in the church, an understand- 
ing of the artistic importance of the 
icons would be necessary to ulti- 
mately establish priorities for conser- 
vation. Dr. Dean McKenzie, a 
specialist in Russian iconography 
from the University ot Oregon, 
joined the team to provide artistic 
evaluation. His wife, an experienced 
oral historian, conducted interviews 
with parishioners on the history of 
the church in the community and, 
particularly, on the efforts of the 
local Aleut people to protect cher- 
ished icons during the World War II 
evacuation of the island. 

HABS documentation at Holy 
Ascension was also a joint effort. 
IPTF hired an intern architect to 
assist the NPS HABS team to accom- 
plish architectural documentation of 
the church. Two additional members 
of the team were young Soviet archi- 
tects assigned to the Alaska region 
through the US/ICOMOS-NPS ex- 
change program. 
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Recognizing that we may lose 
important resources before they are 
documented, regional historical ar- 
chitect Steve Peterson—the primary 
engineer of the IPTF and NPS coop- 
eration on this project—together 
with HABS chief Bob Kapsch orga- 
nized a two-year photo-documentation 
effort in which Jet Lowe, HABS pho- 
tographer and Kim Hoagland, HABS 
architectural historian, would record 
all of the historic Orthodox churches 
in Alaska. This September the last of 
hundreds of miles of bush flight was 
logged, and the last of 45 churches 
was recorded on film. 


The inventory itself will proceed, 
one site at a time, as funding allows. 
In the meantime, several legislators 
are pushing for restoration work. 
The Alaska Region is providing 
background for the legislative effort, 
while at the same time providing 
project planning assistance to the 
Unalaska church as it begins to raise 
funds locally for critical structural 
restoration work. To date $100,000 
has been raised from the city, fishing 
industry, and private contributions, 
which has been used to hire an ar- 
chitect to prepare plans and specifi- 
cations. Fund raising is underway 
for an additional $400,000 to do the 
restoration work. 

Although this cooperative effort 
has already accomplished much, 
there are problems and frustrations. 
An orderly preservation planning 
process calls for completion of the 
inventory before priorities are set for 
restoration and conservation work. 
However, the public won't wait. We 
may get run over as the snowball 
gains momentum—but we can't af- 
turd to stop and watch it melt in 
place. 

The more critical problem may be 
the lack of coordination for a project 
of this scale and number of partici- 
pants. The IPTF has been successful 
at raising funds ior specific projects, 
but has not been able to take ‘re 
next step toward organizational ma- 
turity and hire at least a part-time 
administrator. On the NPS side, 
although the regional curator, histo- 
rian, and historical architect have all 
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Original silk antimins and liturgical implements 
brought to Unalaska from Russia by Fr. John 
Veniaminov in the 1820's for use in this parish. 
The antimins, a consecrated cloth laid on the altar 
before Divine Liturgy and folded up afterward, 
was rediscovered during the inventory. Photy by 
Barry McWayne. 


contributed time and resources to 

specific efforts, staff and funds are 
not available to us, either, to dedi- 
cate a project coordinator. 

Nonetheless, two major documen- 
tation projects have been accom- 
plished in three years with a great 
deal of public participation and sup- 
port. Equally important, critical 
sources of support within the state 
are becoming educated to a long- 
term preservation agenda for these 
unique Alaskan resources. 

Other rewarding, but unexpected, 
results may come with the addition 
of Soviet partners to these efforts. 
Ten years after we had invited Sov: >t 
participation in the restoration and 
refurnishing of the Russian Bishop's 
House, the cold war thawed and 
dialog began. The first visit of Soviet 
specialists to Sitka in June of 1988 
has led to an exchange of mutual 
interests in the preservation of Rus- 
sian heritage in Alaska and some 
preliminary contacts and proposals 
for joint work. Access to Soviet ar- 
chives and scholars researching 


Russian-Alaskan topics can only 
enhance our efforts to understand 
and interpret the social and histori- 
cal context of the Russian Bishop's 
House—and the significance of the 
missionary parishes represented in 
churches throughout Alaska. 
Equally promising is this year’s 
initial contact with the Andre Rublev 
Museum in Moscow, a center of 
study and restoration of Russian 
icon paintings and related arts and 
architecture. A visit to the Rublev 
this spring by the author and repre- 
sentatives of IPTF and the Library of 
Congress resulted in proposals to 
assist Alaska both in historical re- 
search and in the evaluation and 
actual restoration of icons. We are 
now planning a six-month visiting 


lectureship by a Rublev specialist 
who would assist in an IPTF inven- 
tory project during 1991 and provide 
seminars and lectures throughout 
the state on Russian church architec- 
ture and iconography. 

Agendas are diverse in this patch- 
work of programs and people, but 
they are stitched together by a desire 
to preserve the remnants of Russian 
America in Alaska—epitomized by 
the restored Russian Bishop’s House, 
but equally present in fading Rus- 
sian icons in remote and fragile 
churches. The Alaska Region will 
continue to provide both resources 
and imagination to support and 
inspire the work that remains to be 
done. In a time of acutely limited 
funding, we can make significant 
gains in preservation work through 
cooperative efforts such as this. But 
it requires us to patiently search out 
the pieces that will make the pattern 
whole and be a strong thread to 
make it last. 





Kate Lidfors is the regional historian for 
the Alaska Region, National Park 
Service. 
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NPS Archives Advisory Committee 
Holds First Meeting 


David Riggs 





The newly established National 
Park Service (NPS) Archives Advi- 
sory Committee (AAC) held its first 
meeting in September 1990. The 
committee has 11 full and ex-officio 
members representing the Washing- 
ton office, Harpers Ferry Center, 
regional offices, archeological 
centers, and individual parks. The 
committee was appointed to advise 
the Curatorial Services Division, 
WASO on NP%S archival matters. 

The revision of the Museum Hand- 
book, Part II, Museum Records, 
Appendix D, which provides guide- 
lines for cataloging archives and 
manuscripts is one of the commit- 
tee’s major objectives, as is the pro- 
vision of guidelines for handling 
visual images. The revision is in- 
tended to increase both detail and 
clarity for cataloging archival and 
visual image material. A long range 
proposal is publication of a separate 
guide which will deal comprehen- 


sively with the management of 
archives. 

The committee reviewed and 
commented on a National Archives 
and Records Administration 
(NARA) audit of audio-visual col- 
lections in NPS. In order that the 
NPS may fulfill its mandate of 
resource management and preserva- 
tion, the committee recommended, 
contrary to several recommenda- 
tions by NARA, that resource 
management archives be retained at 
their respective parks and centers 
and excluded from transfer to 
NARA. 

Increasing access to a growing 
quantity of data was another topic 
of discussion. Although this 
process was started with the in- 
troduction of the Automated Na- 
tional Catalog System (ANCS) for 
computerized record keeping, the 
committee is investigating the 
adoption of USMARC (United 
States Machine-Readable Catalog- 


ing) data standards in the handling 
of archival and visual image materi- 
als. The committee stressed the 
need to maintain original order 
when handling archival collections. 

The committee also recommended 
revisions of archival sections of 
management guidelines NPS-19, 
NPS-28, and NPS-77. Other recom- 
mendations included the addition 
of an archival component in the 
Scope of Collection Statement, pro- 
motion of guides to NPS collec- 
tions, appraisal and deaccessioning 
guidelines, and procedures for ac- 
quiring papers from NPS affiliated 
organizations. Many of these 
recomendations are already under- 
way and the NPS anticipates in- 
creased Servicewide awareness of 
its archival and visual image col- 
lections. 





David F. Riggs is museum curator at 
Colonial National Historical Park, VA, 
and Archives Advisory Committee 
member. 
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Prehistoric Artifacts Returned to Arizona 


Jean Alexander 


Based upon material submitted by Hester Davis, Arkansas Archeological Survey. 


A collection of 19 ancient Indian 
pots that was nearly sold at auction 
in Massachusetts has been returned 
to Homolovi Ruins State Park in 
Arizona. 


Amateur archeologist Gordon G. 
Pond had removed the pottery 27 
years ago from an underground 
burial chamber near Winslow on 
state land. This was a violation of 
the Arizona Antiquities Act of 1960, 
which forbids the removal of relics 
from state land without a permit. 

In early 1989, having moved out 
of the state, Pond offered the pot- 
tery for sale, a violation of the Fed- 
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eral Archaeological Resources Pro- 
tection Act of 1979. When word that 
the artifacts, listed as Homolovi 
pots, were to be sold reached Ari- 
zona, the State Board of Regents, 
acting on behalf of the Arizona State 
Museum, filed a lawsuit that suc- 
cessfully blocked tiie sale. Pond, 
against whom the museum sought 
no sanctions, gave up any claim to 
the artifacts. There are plans now to 
exhibi': this 15th-century pottery at 
the Homolovi Ruins State Park, as 
these are among the few surviving 
artifacts linking the modern-day 
Hopi Tribe with their ancestors who 
lived in northern Arizona. 


Arizona State Museum Director 
Raymond H. Thompson said in 
court records that although the mu- 
seum cannot condone the sale of 
prehistoric artifacts from public land 
for private gain, museum officials 
“are willing to work with private 
individuals who have excavated on 
state land illegally when there’s 
hope both of studying and acquiring 
the specimen.” 





Jean Alexander is copy editor for the 
Federal Archeology REPORT, which is 
published by the Archeological Assis- 
tance Division, National Park Service. 
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PRESERVATION TECHNOLOGY UPDATE 





Principles for Preserving Historic Plant Material 


Historic landscapes are composed 
of a variety of features which define 
their historic character. The elements 
of landscapes include large-scale 
characteristics such as spatial rela- 
tionships and views as well as 
individual features including topog- 
raphy, vegetation, water features, 
roads and paths, structures, site 
furnishings, and objects. Although 
certain landscapes are very architec- 
tural, the principal component 
which distinguishes landscapes from 
other types of cultural resources is 
vegetation. The use of plants in the 
landscape reflects social, cultural 
and economic history just as clearly 
as structures or any other feature. 
The fact that vegetation grows, 
changes, and eventually dies does 
not alter the fact that it is part of the 
historic record. Recognizing that 
vegetation is part of the historic fab- 
ric of landscapes, does, however, 
have a number of implications for 
preservation of this type of cultural 
resource. 

This article addresses the vegeta- 
tion of landscapes that have historic 
value, in particular, designed and 
rural vernacular landscapes (as de- 
fined in NPS-28: Cultural Resource 
Management Guidelines). It does not 
address ethnographic landscapes 
specifically, although some of the 
information presented here may be 
relevant. The intent of this article is 
to begin to draw some general prin- 
ciples and give examples of good 
practice in the treatment of historic 
vegetation. Also included are some 
preliminary ideas being developed 
for the Guidelines for the Treatment of 
Historic Landscapes which will inter- 
pret the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Historic Preservation Pro- 
jects for landscapes. 


The Importance of Historic 
Vegetation 


The cultivation, propagation, and 
artistic use of plants is an important 


Lauren Meier and Nora Mitchell 





Vegetation is the principal material of historic landscapes and contributes significantly to a property's 
historic character as illustrated at Naumkeaug in Stockbridge, MA, designed by Fletcher Steele. Photo 
courtesy National Register of Historic Places. 


part of American history. Prior to 
European settlement, indigenous 


plants were used extensively by Na- 
tive Americans for food as well as 
for building materials, and for dye or 
ceremonial functions. Later, the cul- 
tivation of plants for subsistence 
farming grew into an American gar- 
dening tradition and the use of 
plants for purely aesthetic purposes. 
Colonial gardens borrowed both 
form and plant materials from their 
European roots, developing exten- 
sively in the 18th century English 
colonies. 

Thomas Jefferson wrote “the 
greatest service which can be ren- 
dered any country is to add a useful 
plant to its culture.” The exchange of 
plants began very early in the his- 
tory of North America. Native Amer- 
icans had access to plants from Peru 
to Mexico and from as far away as 
Africa from Spanish traders. Before 
Columbus came to the New World, 
South American food plants had 
been carried north and east as far as 
Canada and New England. After 
European settlement, the plant ex- 


change between the English colonies 
and the New World thrived. Settlers 
brought plants as they journeyed to 
the colonies. Similarly, many plant 
explorers came to the New World to 
collect specimens. In the 19th and 
20th centuries, accomplishments in 
plant cultivation, hybridization, and 
distribution along with additional 
plant exchange have continued to 
contribute to the diversity of plant 
species found in American land- 
scapes. As a result, cultural land- 
scapes found today contain a vast 
array of horticultural variety, includ- 
ing plants used for functional and 
aesthetic purposes. 

Both native and introduced plants 
are part of our material culture. Even 
though often considered a natural 
resource, vegetation features may be 
significant cultural resources as well. 
For example, areas of natural vegeta- 
tion, such as woodlots and wet- 
lands, may also be present in 
historic landscapes. Without these 
character-defining features, much of 
the historic fabric and visual quali- 
ties of the property may be lost. It is 

(continued on page 18) 





1990 No. 6 


17 














Principles for Preserving Historic Plant 
Material 
(continued from page 17) 


therefore essential to include proper 
treatment of historic vegetation in 
any preservation effort. 


Evaluating Vegetation Features 


Inventory and documentation, as 
well as analysis of existing condi- 
tions and overall integrity of the 
property, should precede any treat- 
ment work in a historic landscape. It 
is important to evaluate the land- 
scape as a whole, as well as its indi- 


vidual components. Vegetation 
features may include solitary plants 
which function as specimens in the 
landscape, as well as aggregations of 
plants such as hedges, hedgerows, 
allees, ornamental plantings, peren- 
nial borders, orchards, fields, and 
lawns. In some landscapes, naturally- 
occurring vegetation may have ac- 
quired historic significance due to its 
association with a significant event, 
practice, or person. The treatment of 
these individual vegetation features 
must be consistent with the overall 
objectives for the property as a 
whole. 


oa 


ey 





Preservation maintenance is essential to maintain- 
ing the health and appearance of 
character-defining vegetation. Removing the dead 
and dying limbs and branches of the historic 
‘“‘Olmsted’’ Elm helps to eliminate the infection 
zones of Dutch Elm disease. Photo by Charles 
Pepper, courtesy the Frederick Law Olmsted 
National Historic Site. 


A variety of sources and tech- 
niques may be used to assemble 
adequate information on the historic 
vegetation of a site. Primary sources 
including personal diaries or jour- 
nals, agricultural records, historic 
photos, paintings, etchings, and oral 
histories may all provide information 
about the historic appearance, care, 
or use of the vegetation. In some 
cases, as with designed historic 
landscapes, planting plans may also 
be available. However, in many in- 
stances, very little information on 
historic vegetation may be forthcom- 
ing. As a result, secondary sources 
such as historic horticultural texts 
may provide an indication of the 
type of vegetation used during the 
period of significance. 

Through the process of assem- 
bling documentary data and field 
survey information, the historic veg- 
etation location, use, appearance, 
and changes should be substantiated 
to the greatest extent possible. The 
existing vegetation should be inven- 
toried and evaluated, including ex- 
tant historic features as well as more 
recent additions and invasive plant 
material. The condition of the fea- 
tures should be determined as part 
of the field survey in order to assess 
their overall health and any specific 
treatment or needs. It is also impor- 
tant to consider the dynamic quali- 
ties of vegetation and understand 
how much of this inevitable change 
contributes to, or compromises, the 
historic character of the property. 
Finally, the existing appearance of 
the vegetation should be analyzed in 
relation to the historic documenta- 
tion. The feature’s condition, rela- 
tionship to historic vegetation, and 
overall management objectives for 
the property will help guide the 
selection of an appropriate preserva- 
tion treatment. 


Preservation Treatments 


Preservation projects involve one 
of the following treatments: protec- 
tion, stabilization, preservation, re- 
habilitation, restoration, and 
reconstruction. While these terms 
were initially developed to describe 
work undertaken on historic build- 
ings, all relate to vegetation as well. 
Due to the nature of vegetation, 
these terms may represent very dif- 
ferent types of work than is associ- 


ated with historic buildings. The 
most common treatments for vegeta- 
tion are protection, preservation, 
and restoration. These treatments 
are discussed below. 

Protection projects generally in- 
volve measures necessary to guard 
against further deterioration or dam- 
age. For vegetation, this may involve 
actions necessary to protect the plant 
itself, or actions against plants which 
are themselves causing damage. In 
the latter case, it is important to 
distinguish between historically sig- 
nificant vegetation and that which is 
simply invasive or intrusive. 

Historically significant vegetation 
that causes damage to or threatens 
historic structures should be con- 
trolled, rather than removed when- 
ever possible, since the plants are 
part of the historic fabric of the prop- 
erty. This might involve temporarily 
removing the specimen, while un- 
dertaking treatment on the structure, 
or pruning the original material back 
to eliminate the problem. At the 
Olmsted National Historic Site, the 
original Wisteria and Actinidia vines 
which historically covered the clap- 
board facade of the house were 
pruned back during the building’s 
restoration. Now, the park’s horticul- 
turist is experimenting with a variety 
of trellis systems that will allow the 
building and vegetation to coexist, 
thus protecting both important fea- 
tures of the property. 

In rural landscapes, fencing or 
other types of enclosures may be 
necessary to protect historic vegeta- 
tion from damage from livestock or 
game, or from overuse by visitors. In 
southern orchards, smudge pots are 
often used to protect the trees from 
early frost damage. In northern cli- 
mates, many historic plants require 
protective measures such as winter 
mulching, wrapping, staking, or 
other methods to protect them from 
snow, wind, or damage from severe 
freeze. 

Another protective treatment in- 
volves integrated pest management 
(IPM) which may involve the careful 
use of pesticides or fertilizer to aid in 
the recovery of a diseased, injured, 
or deteriorated plants, or to protect 
the plant from further decline. 

Preservation efforts for historic 
vegetation may focus on ongoing 
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maintenance and management ac- 
tivities which perpetuate the historic 
appearance, structure, or compo- 
nents of the landscape. This in- 
cludes mowing or harvesting which 
sustains the structure and open 
quality of a field, or any other cycli- 
cal maintenance project which is 
essential to retain the form and char- 
acter of the vegetation feature. Pres- 
ervation is the most important 
treatment since vegetation requires 
constant management in order to 
retain overall the structure or ap- 
pearance of the landscape. The proc- 
ess of removal and replacement or 
renewal of vegetation is an important 
component of preservation. 

Mowing and pruning are neces- 
sary and important maintenance 
practices, without which vegetation 
features may be lost or change dra- 
matically and thus affect the historic 
character. Features that are com- 
posed of collections of individual 
plants such as allees, hedges, or 
massings of ornamental shrubs may 
require periodic replacement of indi- 
vidual plants. When the individual 
elements are deteriorated or missing 
so that the historic feature as a 
whole is no longer discernible, the 
entire feature should be replaced. 
This is a common issue for hedges, 
hedgerows, or allee plantings whose 
individual trees may have died or 
are deteriorated due to age or poor 
maintenance. 


ome 
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Without proper maintenance, major landscape fea- 
tures may be lost due to vegetation growth, re- 
quiring expensive means to restore the character 
of an historic property. Here, a volunteer white 
pine is removed by crane from the historic vista 
of the Moseley Estate, now Maudslay State Park 
in Newburyport, MA. Photo by Lauren Meier. 


It may also be necessary to replace 
deteriorated, overgrown, diseased, 
or dying plant material in order to 
preserve the historic character of the 
property. Propagating existing his- 
toric plant material for replacement 
later on provides appropriate re- 
placement material and helps to 
perpetuate the historic genetic mate- 
rial. In addition to replacement, 
regular removal of vegetation which 
crowds historic views or other signif- 
icant landscape features may be re- 
quired. Invasive vegetation that 
damages historic water systems, 
paths, roads, terraces, or structures, 
or causes the loss of a significant 
view or visual relation, should be 
removed. 

In vernacular landscapes, continu- 
ing traditional maintenance practices 
or substituting modern management 
practices may be necessary to per- 
petuate the historic scene. In some 
instances, modern agricultural prac- 
tices may not adequately preserve 
the historic scene because of the size 
of the fields required to accommo- 
date modern machinery. In other 
cases, as in active rural agricultural 
communities, perpetuation of a par- 
ticular crop may not be as important 
as the retention of the gross land- 
scape patterns. 

Restoration may require the re- 
moval of later additions and the 
recreation of missing features in 
order to reestablish the appearance 
of the property as it looked during 
an earlier period. For this reason, 
the historic vegetation, both extant 
and missing, must be adequately 
documented before the restoration 
effort begins. This includes gather- 
ing as much information as possible 
on the types of plants used on the 
site and comparing this information 
to the historic appearance. Second- 
ary sources should also be consulted 
in order to substantiate dates of in- 
troduction into cultivation, the com- 
mercial availability of the plant 
varieties, and their popularity dur- 
ing the historic period. 

The restoration of a historic prop- 

may require replacing an entire 
ition feature such as a hedge, 
or field that is missing and 
h contributed to the historic 
naracter of the property during the 
period of significance. Missing his- 
toric vegetation which did not exist 
during the defined period of signifi- 





Laura Cote, seasonal gardener, is maintaining the 
historic boxwood hedge at the Longfellow Historic 
Site to appropriate historic period specifications. 
Photo by Charles Pepper, courtesy the Frederick 
Law Olmsted National Historic Site. 


cance and period of restoration 
should not be replaced. 

Existing historic vegetation that 
was present during the period of 
significance and contributes to the 
historic character of the property 
should be protected and retained. 
Similarly, historic vegetation that has 
matured since the period of signifi- 
cance should also be kept as long as 
the scale and appearance of the fea- 
ture does not compromise the his- 
toric character of the property. If the 
scale of the mature vegetation is not 
consistent with the character of the 
period for restoration, methods such 
as pruning or thinning which reduce 
the scale of the feature should be 
considered before removal. Replac- 
ing matured woodlands with new 
seedlings in order to create an ap- 
pearance of the landscape as it ap- 
peared at an earlier date, when 
retaining the matured vegetation 
would have accomplished the same 
goals, is not an appropriate treat- 
ment. In cases where pruning or 
thinning does not accomplish the 
historic effect, the entire feature 
should be removed and replaced. 

Often, replacement of lost historic 
vegetation is hampered by poor doc- 
umentation or by the fact that many 


historic species and varieties are no 
longer available. (For more informa- 
tion on replacement and substitu- 
tion, please refer to the following 


section). 
, (continued on page 20) 
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Principles for Preserving Historic Plant 
Material 
(continued from page 19) 


Stabilization is generally consid- 
ered a building treatment, since it is 
used to reestablish the stability of an 
unsafe, damaged, or deteriorated 
property. For vegetation, there are a 
few instances when stabilization may 
be appropriate, such as staking or 
cabling trees that have blown over or 
major pruning efforts which remove 
limbs that threaten the stability of 
the tree. 

Since the objective of rehabilita- 
tion is to make possible an “efficient 
contemporary use,” appropriate 
work may involve the preservation 
of the existing historic fabric or the 
introduction of new construction 
and features. New vegetation to 
screen new features or uses may be 
necessary to reduce the visual im- 
pact of the new features. New con- 
struction is often a component of 
rehabilitation, necessitating protect- 
ive treatment of historic plant mate- 
rial. Trees will not tolerate damage to 
their root system without showing 
some kind of effect and thus should 
be adequately protected during site 
or building construction. 

The historic use, appearance and 
type of plant material should be 
accurately documented before con- 
sidering reconstruction. Reconstruc- 
tion of historic landscapes should 
only be considered when sufficient 
documentation exists, appropriate 
materials can be found to accurately 
recreate the historic appearance of 
the property and when the interpre- 
tive objective for the property neces- 
sitates reconstruction. As with 
restoration, the historic vegetation 
should be incorporated into every 
reconstruction project. 


Considerations for Replacement and 
Substitution 


The Secretary's Standards for Historic 
Preservation Projects recommends that 
“new material should match the 
material being replaced in composi- 
tion, design, color, texture, and 
other visual properties.” This princi- 
ple applies generally to vegetation, 
though the original species and vari- 
ety as well as the plant's horticul- 
tural characteristics should also be 
considered. In many landscapes, at 


least some of the historic plant mate- 
rial is still extant. Since this material 


is historic fabric, it should be retained. 


Diseased or damaged vegetation 


should also be carefully cared for 
before removal and replacement is 
considered. 

However, removal and replace- 
ment of existing historic material or 
the replacement of lost fabric may be 
necessary if the existing material is 
too severely damaged or diseased, or 
if it has overgrown and pruning will 
not accomplish the treatment objec- 
tive. In landscapes where some of 
the historic plant material remains, 
opportunities exist for propagation 
and exact, in-kind replacement of 
the historic fabric. This option is not 
available for any other historic re- 
source, and is one that should be 
used whenever appropriate. Propa- 
gation of existing plant material has 
many advantages including genetic 
continuity with the historic period. 
This is particularly important since 
the landscape itself is regarded as an 
historic record, and modifying that 
record should be avoided or mini- 
mized. 

Often, identification of historic 
varieties is difficult and must be 
verified over several years. Purchas- 
ing replacement material for incor- 
rectly identified extant material 
would, of course, result in inadver- 
tent alteration of the historic plant 





Historically, Fairsted, the home and office of 
Frederick Law Olmsted, was covered with Wister- 
ia and Actinidia. Today, NPS staff at the National 
Historic Site are experimenting with trellis sys- 
tems that are designed to accurately re-create the 
historic appearance while minimizing impact to 
both historic structure and plant material. This is 
the trellis and Wisteria sinensis after one season 
of growth. Photo by Charles Pepper, courtesy the 
Frederick Law Olmsted National Historic Site. 





material. Even if the correct plant 
material is available, the amount of 
variation present in a species or vari- 
ety in different regions of the coun- 
try may result in replacement with a 
slightly different plant. Replacement 
of extant historic material through 
propagation avoids these problems 
and ensures perpetuation of historic 
plant species and varieties. 

In some instances, replacement of 
the original species or variety may 
not be possible. This may be due to 
changes in the site’s growing condi- 
tions, disease, or simply because the 
original is no longer available or has 
disappeared from cultivation. In 
either case, substitution is some- 
times necessary. In decisions on 
substitution, care should be taken to 
match the visual, functional, and 
horticultural characteristics of the 
historic plant as closely as possible. 
These attributes include the form, 
shape, and texture of the original, as 
well as its seasonal features such as 
bloom time and color, fruit, and fall 
foliage. 

There are certain plants with such 
distinctive characteristics that it may 
be virtually impossible to duplicate 
their visual effect. This is true in the 
case of the unique, umbrella-like 
shape of the American Elm, Ulmus 
americana. The elm, once the great 
American street tree, has been re- 


duced in number due to Dutch Elm 
disease, Ceratocystis ulmi (Buisman). 
Yet its form is impossible to replicate 
making decisions about an accept- 
able substitute material very diffi- 
cult. As a result, some historic 
landscape managers have continued 
to plant American Elm or the new 
disease resistant variety known as 
Liberty Elm, U. americana ‘Liberty.’ 
Another example of a plant which 
is difficult to substitute is the Flow- 
ering Dogwood, Cornus florida and 
its close relative, the Western Dog- 
wood, C. nuttalli. Both are native 
trees, used extensively for their dis- 
tinctive shape and showy white 
bracts. They have been seriously 
affected by an anthracnose disease 
which causes gradual loss of the 
lower branches and foliage. Unfortu- 
nately, replacement with the same 
species is impractical since the dis- 
ease may reinfect the new tree. No 
alternative provides the exact combi- 
nation of form, size, bloom time, 
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and bloom color, let alone the fruit 
and fall foliage characteristics. In 
these cases it is important to deter- 
mine what the most critical aspects 
of the plant are in their given loca- 
tion, and reproduce a limited num- 
ber of characteristics to the greatest 
extent possible. Substituting another 
dogwood species, such as the Chi- 
nese Dogwood, Cornus kousa may 
not be an acceptable alternative if 
the time of bloom is critical to an 
overall effect. Thus, substitutions for 
a given plant species may vary on a 
site to site basis. 

Similar issues arise in the replace- 
ment of flowering perennial or an- 
nual plant material, such as is used 
in borders or beds. In this case, care- 
ful decisions must be made regard- 
ing the historic period and the 
selected treatment. Certain non- 
woody perennial plants are quite 
long-lived and an effort should be 
made to determine if any of the his- 
toric plant material remains. If it is 
necessary to replace perennial plant 
material, the selection should be 
based on site records as well as other 
documentary evidence which pro- 
vides information on the use and 
introduction of plants during the 
historic period. It is also important 
tu determine the height, color, and 
seasonal qualities of the original 
planting in order to select accurate 
replacement plants. If substitution of 
the historic plant is necessary, then 
the selection should ensure that the 
historic effect is reproduced to the 
maximum extent possible. If the site 
research turns up very little site and 
species-specific information, then 
the visual effect should be followed 
as closely as possible. 

In summary, extant historic plant 
material should be retained and 
propagated whenever possible to 
ensure continuity of the living his- 
toric fabric. Plant material that can- 
not be, or was not propagated before 
it was lost should be identified and 
replaced in-kind. If it is determined 
that replacement with new plants or 
substitution of the historic plant 
material is necessary, it is important 
to keep accurate site records, to al- 
low future generations to distinguish 
between historic fabric and later 
alterations and additions to the 
landscape. 


Conclusion 


Historic vegetation must be recog- 
nized as an integral part of the fabric 
of most historic properties and 
should be considered during any 
preservation effort. Although con- 
sidering plant material as historic 
fabric raises new preservation issues 
not encountered with inanimate 
materials, the opportunity exists for 
long-term perpetuation of this living 
historic fabric through propagation. 

Stewardship of historic properties 
should, to the maximum extent pos- 
sible, include the preservation of 
historic plant material to prevent 
further loss of historic species and 
cultivars. National leadership in 
historic species cultivation and prop- 
agation is greatly needed if we are to 
continue preserving historic land- 
scapes. Partnerships should be de- 
veloped between Federal, state, and 
local governments and private organ- 
izations which manage historic land- 
scapes, and arboretums and 
agricultural colleges who propagate 
historic varieties, store genetic mate- 
rial, and train arborists and horticul- 
turists in historic landscape 
management. 

Perhaps the best thing we can do 
to preserve historic landscapes is to 
increase skill, knowledge, and atten- 
tion to vegetation management at 
each historic site. Management of 
historic properties should routinely 





For some plants, no substitute species exist which 
recreate the appearance of horticultural species of 
the original. In this case, cultivars, such as the 
‘Liberty’ Elm provide acceptable disease resistant 
replacements. This tree is a replacement for a 
missing historic elm at the Longfellow National 
Historic Site. Photo by Charles Pepper, courtesy 
the Frederick Law Olmsted National Historic Site. 


include active management of his- 
toric vegetation including propaga- 
tion, repair and, when appropriate, 
removal and replacement of historic 
plant material. These objectives will 
help ensure the continuation of the 
living historic fabric, part of a rich 
historic document, the landscape. 


Lauren Meier, ASLA, is a historical land- 
scape architect in the Preservation As- 
sistance Division, National Park Service. 
Nora Mitchell is manager of the Cultural 
Landscape Program, North Atlantic 
Regional Office, National Park Service. 








Preservation Issues for Living Historic Fabric 


Vegetation is a dynamic material, sub- 
ject to seasonal change as well as the 
cycle of growth, maturity, and decay. As 
a result, many of the traditional ap- 
proaches to preservation practice for 
inanimate objects need to be modified 
for preservation of this living historic 
fabric. 

1. Integrity is a difficult concept to 
evaluate in landscapes, since the growth 
and death of vegetation can have a tre- 
mendous effect on the character of the 
property. Simple actions such as defer- 
ring maintenance can result in the loss of 
significant, character-defining vistas, or 
the death of important vegetation fea- 
tures. At the same time, the loss of some 
plant material such as annuals or peren- 
nials does not necessarily compromise 
the integrity of the landscape since many 
are inherently short-lived and subject to 
constant removal and replacement. 

Thus, when evaluating the integrity of 
the landscape, it is important to keep the 


dynamics of the existing vegetation in 
mind while attempting to preserve or 
restore the historic appearance of the 
site. 

2. Most historic landscapes have 
evolved over a long period of time, 
which complicates preservation deci- 
sions. It may be difficult to interpret or 
accurately replicate the appearance of a 
landscape during its identified period of 
significance since the vegetation may 
have grown or changed considerably. It 
may be both inappropriate and too costly 
to remove mature vegetation in order to 
replace it with younger seedlings. 
Though this solution may replicate the 
property's appearance at a specific point 
in time, it may also result in the unnec- 
essary removal of important historic 


—. (continued on page 22) 
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Preservation Issues for Living Historic 
Fabric 
(continued from page 21) 


3. In planning a preservation treatment 
it is important to understand the historic 
intent, function, and appearance of the 
individual vegetation feature in order to 
assess its contribution to the historic 
character of the property as a whole. 
Consideration should also be given to 
the type, form, and arrangement of 
plantings, as well as the historic “finish” 
of the feature: was it intended to be 
clipped or simply left to its natural 
growth habit? Answering questions such 
as these is essential before beginning any 
preservation treatment. 

4. Historic plant material which con- 
tributes to the character of the property 
should be retained. Most vegetation 
associated with historic properties does 
not survive or retain its character with- 
out management and intervention. Thus, 


ongoing maintenance becomes an impor- 
tant component of landscape 
preservation. 

5. If the historic plant is still extant, 
then proper identification and propaga- 
tion will provide identical material, 
should replacement be necessary in the 
future. Since vegetation has a distinct 


life: lasting anywhere from one to several 
hundred years, replacement with new 
living material is inevitable. Propagation 
ensures both the retention of the historic 
species and appropriateness of the 
replacement. 

6. In some instances, replacement with 
a compatible substitute species may be 
required because the original material is 
no longer extant or available. This may 
prove difficult due to the lack of accurate 
documentation. Landscapes, including 
their primary component, vegetation, are 
generally less documented than histori- 
cally significant buildings. However, site- 
specific information on historic plants 


can often be found in historic photos, 
diary entries, or household records. 
Many plants have been reclassified in the 
intervening years, and it may take a 
trained horticulturist or plant taxonomist 
to interpret the notations or photo- 
graphs. For plant species introduced 
through the nursery trades, information 
on their historic distribution and avail- 
ability may also assist in identification. 

7. Other factors may affect the choice 
of an appropriate substitute species. 
Disease and other pests introduced since 
the historic period may make in kind 
replacement difficult or impossible. In 
addition, many historic species have 
disappeared from active cultivation be- 
cause of changes in style and agricultural 
technology. Other historic varieties have 
been replaced with hardier, disease- 
resistant, Or more productive varieties. 
The on-going loss of many species from 
cultivation makes accurate restorations 
even more difficult. 





Treatment Definitions 





Acquisition 
the act or process of erty. It may include initial stabilization 
purchase or donation, fee title or interest work, where necessary, as well as 
other than fee title of real property. ing maintenance and repair of the his- 
Protection toric materials and features 
the act or process of measures Rehabilitation 
pape di nah pla the act or of returning a property 
acter of a ing or to a state of utility, through ir or 
Rice Leties detonation, alteration, which makes an 
or attack, or to shield it from dan- efficient contemporary use while pre- 
ger or injury. In the case of buildings, eoereg Cieee Eoeeren £5 Soaienee 6 He 
structures, objects, or , such property ich are signi to its 
treatment is generally of a ical and cultural values 
nature a')d anticipates future historic Restoration 
preservation treatment; in the case of the act or process of accurately recover- 
sites, the measure may be ing the form, features and details of a 
temporary or permanent. 2} eee © 9 penne 
jo arp Asal «panel removal 
the act or process of measures of later work or by the replacement of 
to stability of missing earlier work. 
unsafe, = Soreereanen Bry Reconstruction 
erty while retaining the essential as _ the act or process of reproducing by new 
it exists at present. construction, the exact form, features 
apn pen a and details of a vanished struc- 
act or process measures ture, landscape, or object as it 
to sustain form, at a specific period of time and on its 
integrity, and material of a historic prop- _ original site. 
Sources of Additional Information 





American Association of Botanical Gar- 

dens and Arboreta 

Wayne, Pennsylvania 
Public arboretums and botanic gar- 
dens are a terrific source of technical 
information; many have libraries, 
collect specific plants, offer classes, 
and conduct detailed research. The 
Association has published a guide, 
the Plant Collections Directory, 


which lists all participating botanic 
gardens and arboreta, specializa- 
tions, research activities, and an 
index of plant families, genera, and 
species. For information, contact the 
American Association of Botanic 
Gardens and Arboreta, 786 Church 
Rd., Wayne, PA 19087. 

Antique Plant Newsletter 

Dover, Delaware 


The newsletter contains a wealth of 
information on sources of plant ma- 
terial as well as “who's doing what.” 
it is published and edited by Dr. 
Arthur O. Tucker, Dept. of Agricul- 
ture and Natural Resources, Dela- 
ware State College, Dover, DE 19901. 
Frederick Law Olmsted National His- 
toric Site, NPS 
Brookline, Massachusetts 
The Olmsted Site conducts annual 
workshops for horticulturists, garden- 
ers and managers working in historic 
landscapes in the northeast. For infor- 
mation, contact Charles Pepper, Super- 
visory Horticulturist, Olmsted NHS, 
99 Warren Street, Brookline, MA 
02146. 
Heirloom Vegetable Garden Project, 
Cornell University 
Ithaca, New York 
The project conducts research on 
historic varieties and have produced 
an interesting bulletin on heirloom 
vegetables. For information, contact 
Robert Becker, Heirloom Vegetable 
Garden Project, 157 Plant Science 
Building, Cornell University, Ithaca, 
NY 14853. 
Massachusetts Horticultural Society 
Boston, Massachusetts 
The MHS library is extensive, includ- 
ing historic nursery catalogs, journal, 
and horticultural texts. For informa- 
tion, contact Walter Punch, Librar- 
ian, 300 Massachusetts Avenue, 
Boston, MA 02115. 
National Agricultural Library 
Beltsville, Maryland 
In addition to being an excellent 
agricultural library, the USDA library 
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has a rare book room with many 
historic horticultural texts. Contact: 
Special Collections, National Agri- 
cultural Library, 10301 Baltimore 
Blvd., Beltsville, MD 20705-2351. 

National Arboretum 

Washington, DC 
The National Arboretum maintains a 
germplasm lab for fruits, ornamen- 
tals and food crops and an extensive 
herbarium. Ongoing research on 
many genera is helping to produce 
hardy, varieties. Occasionally, his- 
toric species are propagated and 
introduced back into cultivation 
through the nursery trade. For infor- 
mation on programs and facilities, 
contact: National Arboretum, 3501 
New York Avenue, NE, Washington, 
DC 20001. 

Old House Gardens 

Ann Arbor, Michigan 
Scott Kunst has prepared an excel- 
lent “Source List for Historic Seeds 
and Plants” including general cata- 
logs, ornamentals (annuals, perenni- 
als, shrubs, trees, spring and 
summer bulbs, and old roses), house 
plants, edible and useful plants 
(fruits and vegetables) as well as 
plant search services. For informa- 
tion contact Scott Kunst, Old House 
Gardens, 536 Third Street, Ann 
Arbor, MI 48103. 

“ail Conservation Service 
SCS manages 26 plant materials 
centers and have recently developed 
a cooperative agreement with the 
National Park Service to share tech- 
nical information on native plant 
material for revegetation. For further 
information, contact: William R. 
Beavers, Natural Resource Specialist, 
DSC, 12795 West Alameda Parkway, 
P.O. Box 25287, Denver, CO 80225- 
0287. 

Thomas Jefferson Center for Historic 

Plants 

Charlottesville, Virginia 
The center documents, collects, 
propagates and sells historic plant 
varieties found in American gardens 
prior to 1900, including many of the 
plants used by Thomas Jefferson. 
Contact: Mr. John T. Fitzpatrick, 
Director, The Thomas Jefferson Cen- 
ter for Historic Plants, Monticello, 
P.O. Box 316, Charlottesville, VA 
22902. 

Seed Saver’s Exchange 

Decorah, lowa 
The Exchange produces a biannual 
publication listing sources and loca- 
tions of heirloom vegetables and 
herbs. For information, contact Kent 
Whealy, P.O. Box 70, Decorah, IA 
52101. 

University of Delaware Library 


tion of historic horticultural texts and 
nursery catalogs, specializing in late 
19th to early 20th century publica- 
on. Contact the University Library, 
Special Collections, University of 
Delaware, Newark, DE 19717. 
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in the past few years. Funding from one- 
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35,06,36,37 is not ‘‘real world” 
and causes a lot of confusion. 

It was good to see the discussion of 
HSRs in the CRM Bulletin, for too often 
programs continue with no 
or consideration of the basics or 


purpose. 


Tom Mulhern 
Chief, Park Historic Preservation 


Western Region 
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Park Cultural Landscape Workshop 


Robert R. Page 





On September 18-20, 1990, the 
Park Historic Architecture Division 
in Washington, DC sponsored a Park 
Cultural Landscapes Workshop at 
The Lyceum in ld Town Alexan- 
dria, Virginia. The primary purpose 
of the workshop was to develop a 
multi-year work plan for the Park 
Cultural Landscapes Program. In 
order to ensure that the work plan 
would be comprehensive and ad- 


dress the issues faced in managing 
the diverse cultural landscapes in 
the National Park System, the Divi- 
sion requested the participation of 
professionals actively involved in the 
management and treatment of park 
cultural landscapes Servicewide. The 
participants represented a variety of 
disciplines from offices throughout 
the Service. 

Gerry Patten, director, North At- 
lantic Region and past president of 
the American Society of Landscape 
Architects (ASLA), highlighted cen- 
tral issues to be addressed in the 
workshop. In his opening presenta- 
tion he stressed the need to ap- 
proach the program's development 
in an interdisciplinary fashion, coor- 
dinating with other park programs 
and developing professional coali- 
tions. In addition, he recommended 
developing alliances with other 
agencies and pursuing partnerships 
with organizations such as the 
ASLA and the Alliance for Historic 
Landscape Preservation. Finally, he 
emphasized the need for a cultural 
landscape theme study in order to 
incorporate landscapes into the na- 
tional preservation priorities. 

Over the course of three days, the 
participants were involved in presen- 
tations and discussions related to the 
various components of park cultural 
resources management, including 
definitions, management invento- 
ries, evaluation, documentation, the 
planning process, treatment and 
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management. The discussion was, at 
times, intense and a variety of opin- 
ions were expressed regarding ap- 
propriate courses of action. However, 
a consensus was reached regarding 
some high priority issues which will 
be addressed over the next year: 1) a 
Cultural Landscapes Inventory (CLI) 
database will be developed for initia- 
tion in 1992 with the $300,000 cur- 
rently designated for the CLI in the 
draft National Park Service FY 1992 
Budget Justification, 2) a historical 
landscape architect will be a member 
of the “Cultural Resources Manage- 
ment Guideline NPS-28” Task Force 
for the first time and will present the 
recommendations of work groups 
for revising and supplementing the 
guidelines and technical information 
pertaining to cultural landscapes, 3) 
measures will be taken to improve 
compliance under Section 106 re- 
garding cultural landscapes, 4) fund- 
ing will be pursued to conduct a 
National Historic Landmark Theme 
Study of park landscapes designed 
for visitor use, interpretation, and/or 
administrative purposes under the 
managem: nt of NPS, including state 


and metr >olitan parks designed by 
NPS and executed by the CCC in the 
1930s, and 5) funding will be pur- 
sued to develop a manual for park 
management which outlines a meth- 
odology for assessing the impact of 
agricultural change on the historic 
scene of battlefields, in light of the 
Secretary of Interior's American Bat- 
tlefield Protection Program. 

A draft of the program's work plan 
is being prepared which will outline 
program goals, objectives and tasks. 
The work plan will establish priori- 
ties at the task level and a time line 
for its accomplishment. The draft 
will be disseminated to the work- 
shop participants for informal review 
and comment. Subsequently, a for- 
mal review by the regional offices 


and other appropriate offices will 
occur. Based on the final work plan, 
work groups will be convened to 
address the tasks outlined. It is im- 
portant to note that the work plan 
which will be developed is for the 
Servicewide Park Cultural Land- 
scape Program and not just the 
Washington Office. Therefore, com- 
pletion of the tasks outlined is de- 
pendent upon the involvement of 
people in the regions, parks and the 
Denver Service Center who have the 
appropriate expertise and are inter- 
ested in participating. 

The workshop provided the first 
opportunity to bring together a ma- 
jority of the individuals involved in 
park cultural landscapes to identify 
issues, share ideas and reach a con- 
sensus regarding the future direction 
of the Park Cultural Landscapes 
Program. The work plan which 
results will provide the framework to 
implement and institutionalize the 
program in the National Park Serv- 
ice. There is a lot of work to be 
done. However, the enthusiasm and 
commitment exhibited by all who 
participated in the workshop is a 
positive indication of the feasibility 
of bringing the program's goals to 
fruition. 

Any individual who would like a 
copy of the draft work plan or is 
interested in participating in a work 
group should contact Robert R. 
Page, Park Historic Architecture Di- 
vision, National Park Service, P.O. 
Box 37127, Washington, DC. 20013- 
7127, 202/FTS 343-8145. 





Robert R. Page is a cultural landscape 
architect in the Park Historic Architecture 
Division. 
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Dogwatch 


James P. Delgado 


tch’’ is the term traditionally used for the two-hour ~q 
watch during which half the ship’s crew eats supper and swaps stories. 





The National Register and Historic Ships 


The National Maritime Initiative main- 
tains an inventory of historic maritime 
resources in the United States. In its 
soon-to-be-published inventory of pre- 
served historic vessels, the Initiative lists 
332 large (greater than 40’ in length) 
historic vessels, 245 of which are actively 
being preserved as exhibits, adaptively 
used businesses, or as operating historic 
attractions. Most of these vessels are 
more than 50 years old, and nearly all 
potentially would meet the criteria for 
listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

However, there are currently 170 large 
historic vessels in the United States 
listed in the National Register—only 51% 
of the presumably eligible candidates for 
listing. The fact that 51% of these vessels 
are listed is due for the most part to two 
factors—the preparation of multiple 
property listings by the states of Mary- 
land and Florida, respectively, for skip- 
jacks and spongeboats, and the National 
Historic Landmarks Program, which in 
1985-1986 studied World War II warships 
associated with the War in the Pacific, 
and, in cooperation with the National 
Maritime Initiative, has studied large 
preserved historic vessels as part of a 
larger “Maritime Heritage of the United 
States” theme study since 1988. 

Analysis of the statistics of the Na- 
tional Register-listed vessels shows a 


slow growth in listings through the 
1960s, ‘70s, and early “80s. In 1966, eight 
ships were listed—Star of India, C.A. 
Thayer, Olympia, Constitution, Ticonderoga, 
Charles W. Morgan, Philadelphia, and 
Constellation—all of them National His- 
toric Landmarks, which were automati- 
cally listed in the National Register. The 
only listing for 1967 was another NHL, 
and no further listings occurred until 
1970, when 3 ships were listed. These, 
significantly, were not NHLs, and thus 
1970 marks the first year that the Na- 
tional Register was employed for assess- 
ing historic ships, in these cases with the 
riverboat Delta Queen, the towboat W.P. 
Synder, Jr., and the schooner Wawona. 
Sporadic listings followed—1 ship in 
1971, 6 ships in 1972, 4 in 1973, 3 in 1975, 
7 in 1976, 2 in 1977, and 7 in 1978. The 
first “peak” year was 1979, when 10 
ships were listed at a time when grant 
funds were available for maritime preser- 
vation. Five ships were listed in 1980, 
followed by only 1 in 1981, 7 in 1982, and 
again 10 ships in 1983 and 7 in 1984. 
Then, in 1985, 27 ships were listed, most 
of them Maryland and Virginia skipjacks 
and bugeyes. Thirteen ships were listed 
in 1986—most of them WWII warships. 
In 1987 and 1988, the numbers dropped 
again to respectively 5 and 1, and then 
soared once more in 1989 to 27 listings, 
this time the result of the National Mari- 


time Initiative NHL study. There have 
been 10 listings in 1990, only 2 of which 
thus far have been NHLs—the others 
have been SHPO-submitted nomina- 
tions, including a group of Florida 
spongeboats. 

The active roles played by some states 
in listing their historic vessels is shown 
in the apportionment of listings— 
Maryland is in the lead with 33 vessels, 
followed by California with 16. Washing- 
ton and Massachusetts are tied with 12 
ships each, followed by New York with 9 
vessels. 

The completion of the NHL study of 
large preserved historic vessels is sched- 
uled for next year, when the last 42 ships 
requiring NHL evaluation are studied. 
However, this will not assess most of the 
other ships not yet evaluated for the 
National Register. Nearly a third (35) of 
the 83 ships designated as NHLs have 
been previously listed on the National 
Register, and 18 of the 42 ships to be 
studied are now listed. This leaves 152 
ships that could, and should be evalu- 
ated for the National Register. The Na- 
tional Maritime Initiative is ready and 
willing to assist vessel owners, man- 
agers, operators, and State Historic Pres- 
ervation Officers in this important 
process. 





The Beginnings of a New National 
Historic Preservation Program, 1957 to 
1969. 

By James A. Glass. American Associa- 
tion for State and Local History, Nash- 
ville, TN, 1990. 


Reviewed by Robert L. Spude, chief, 
Branch of National Preservation Pro- 
grams, Division of Cultural Resources, 
Rocky Mountain Region, National Park 
Service. 

James Glass chronicles the movement 
to pass and establish programs under 
the National Historic Preservation Act in 
order to help “present participants in the 
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national program . . . put into perspec- 
tive policies that originated two decades 
ago” (p. ix). He describes events in a 
straightforward narrative ir this uncriti- 
cal, brief review. 

Glass begins with the standard back- 
ground of the preservation movement 
and its supporters. In the 1960s, three 
groups were key in the formative stage of 
legislation: the National Trust led by the 
politically astute Gordon Gray and 
Robert Garvey, the National Park Service 
led by George Hartzog, and the Rains 
Committee. The Rains Committee con- 
sisted of a talented group of politicians 
and Federal preservationists who, under 


Congressman Albert Rains and the aus- 
pices of the United States Conference of 
Mayors, prepared a report—revised as 
the book With Heritage So Rich—on the 
needs of preservation and the important 
recommendation that the Federal Gov- 
ernment be involved in a national pres- 
ervation program. After much political 
jockeying, the National Historic Preser- 
vation Act was signed October 15, 1966. 
In the remainder of the book, Glass 
describes how the NPS, designated as 
the lead agency, managed the new pro- 
gram. Following the preservation philos- 
ophy of the Rains committee, the history 
division—under chief Robert Utley and 
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his historic preservation task force—set a 
rigorous schedule in defining guidelines, 
most important of which was the criteria 
for evaluating significance for inclusion 
in the National Register of Historic 
Places. NPS deputy director and histo- 
rian Ronald Lee selected a number of 
new, key staff members to administer an 
overall “new preservation” program. Dr. 
Ernest Allen Connally came from the 
University of Illinois to head the pro- 
gram; National Trust employee Dr. Wil- 
liam J. Murtagh became the first Keeper 
of the National Register; and Robert 
Garvey headed the Advisory Council 
(under NPS administration until 1976). 
There are many familiar names in these 
pages, including Jerry Rogers who joined 
the National Register staff in June 1967. 
By 1969, the national program had been 
set and an organization and structure 
put in place. 

In a restrained writing style, Glass 
explains the problems and triumphs of 
the first years, the lack of funding for 


state grants, the conflict between the 
NPS-administered Advisory Council and 
in-park interests, and the test cases for 
Section 106 and the development of 
implementing reguiations. The book 
lacks insight into the debates or clashes 
between the leaders in managing the 
new programs and it does not offer 
comment on where the program failed to 
meet the expectations of its founders. 
Some readers will find fault in what 
Glass has omitted. Archeologists in the 
Federal program will note their absence, 
for example. Glass explains that the 
book will only look at activities in Wash- 
ington and especially within the NPS. 
Thus, actions within the states, their 
development of programs and their 
views are omitted as is, for the most 
part, the role of the National Trust— 
except as it relates to the creation of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. Glass 
also does not account for the popular 
support for history and historic 
preservation—such as the Civil War 


centennial and the desire to preserve the 
passing of the western frontier—at the 
time. The book is a view of “Federal” 
preservation, not “national” preservation 
efforts. 

There are minor annoyances. The 
book's format is cumbersome, unlike 
other AASLH publications. Also, the 
author distilled his dissertation for this 
book and then too often cited pages from 
his dissertation rather than giving the 
sources in this book. The reader is thus 
sent to the author's lengthier disserta- 
tion, which is the manuscript that 
should have been presented to the pub- 
lic rather than this abbreviation. The 
booklet covers the same ground as Barry 
Mackintosh’s acministrative histories 
[The Historic Sites Survey and National 
Historic Landmarks Program, A History 
(NPS, 1985) and The National Historic 
Preservation Act and the National Park 
Service (NPS, 1986). 








Natchez National Historical Park 

President Bush signed legislation (P.L. 
101-399) authorizing Federal acquisition 
of the William Johnson House, home of 
a key member of the antebellum 
Natchez, Mississippi free African- 
American community. When Natchez 
National Historical Park was authorized 
in 1988, Congress charged the National 
Park Service to interpret the sites and 
structures associated with all the people 
of Natchez, both slave and free. How- 
ever, there was no site where the story of 
free blacks could be adequately told. The 
Johnson Home, a two-story brick Greek 
revival townhouse owned by Johnson's 
descendents until 1976, possesses vast 
interpretive possibilities as the structure 
ideally lends itself to telling the story of 
the free black population that resided in 
the Natchez region in the decades pre- 
ceding the Civil War. 


Route 66 Study Act 

The President also signed legislation 
(P.L. 101-400) authorizing a study of 
appropriate methods to commemorate 
Route 66, one of the earliest transconti- 
nental roadways. First established in 
1928, the 2,448-mile long Route 66 served 
as the “mother road” for migrants going 
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Capitol Contact 


Bruce Craig 


west to seek work during the Depres- 
sion. Later, it was memorialized in film, 
book, song and in a popular television 
series. 

The bill directs the NPS to evaluate the 
route’s significance and study preserva- 
tion options for its remaining segments 
as well as important features associated 
with it. 


Indian Monument for Custer National 
Battlefield 

Hearings have been held on bills intro- 
duced in both the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate, authorizing the 
establishment of a memorial at Custer 
Battlefield National Monument to honor 
the Indians who fought in the Battle of 
the Little Bighorn. The controversial 
legislation is objected to by some Custer 
aficionados who seek to preserve the 
memory, legend and lore of their brash 
golden-haired hero. 

In supporting the memorial proposal, 
several preservation and Native Ameri- 
can groups urged Congress to amend 
the bill to change the park’s name. Cus- 
ter is the only battiefield site named for 
an individual rather than a geographic 
location. Preservationists suggested a 
more neutral redesignation as the Little 


Bighorn National Battlefield. Congressio- 
nal insiders believe that the name 
change issue will be addressed in sepa- 
rate legislation next year. 


Wounded Knee National Historic Site? 

In a related matter, a hearing was con- 
ducted by the Senate Select Committee 
on Indian Affairs to consider a proposal 
to commemorate the centennial of the 
Wounded Knee massacre. Indian groups 
are seeking a formal apology from the 
U.S. Government for the December 29, 
1890, massacre in which soldiers of the 
Seventh Cavalry killed and wounded 
over 400 unarmed Sioux Indians. Native 
American groups are also seeking com- 
pensation for the descendents of the 
massacre. Next year, Congress is ex- 
pected to consider legislation seeking to 
establish a national memorial consisting 
of a monument at the mass gravesite, 
establishment of a museum and perhaps 
even designation of a national historic 
site administered by the National Park 
Service. 

If you would like additional informa- 
tion on any of these legislative measures, 
drop me a line at National Parks and 
Conservation Association, 1015 31st 
Street NW, Washington, DC 20007. 
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Historic Preservation: The 
Next 25 Years 


The 25th anniversary in 1991 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966 provides a timely opportunity for 
the historic preservation movement to 
review achievements, explore challenges 
facing preservationists, and chart a 
course for the future. The National Trust 
for Historic Preservation dedicates the 
1991 National Preservation Conference, 
October 16-20, in San Francisco, to these 
ends. The National Park Service and 
Advisory Council on Historic Preserva- 
tion join with the National Trust as prin- 
cipal sponsors of the conference. 

To receive registration material, write 
to: Vice President, Programs, Services 
and Information, National Trust for 
Historic Preservation, 1785 Massachu- 
setts Ave., NW, Washington, DC 20036. 


Advisory Council Announces 
Training 


The Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation will be offering 16 training 
sessions in 15 cities during 1991. The 
Council's three-day course, Introduction 
to Federal Projects and Historic Preser- 
vation Law, is designed to teach Federal, 
state, local, and tribal officials and con- 
sultants the basics of the project review 
process, usually referred to as “Section 


106 review,” that is mandated by Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act. For a brochure, contact Shauna 
Holmes, The Advisory Council, 1100 
Pennsylvania Ave., NW, #809, Washing- 
ton, DC 20004; 202-786-0505. 


Announcements 


CRM Courses Available 


The University of Nevada, Reno Cul- 
tural Resources Management Program, 
administered through the Division of 
Continuing Education, announces cul- 
tural resources management courses 
through June 1991. Courses and work- 
shops are being offered in several cities. 
The program is a cooperative undertak- 
ing with the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, the National Park Service and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preserva- 
tion. To receive a brochure, contact CRM 
Program, Division of Continuing Educa- 
tion, MS 048, University of Nevada, 
Reno, NV 89557; 702-784-4046. 


Preservation Technology 
Conference 


The Washington Chapter of the Associ- 
ation for Preservation Technology Inter- 
national is presenting a two-day 
conference on February 16 and 17, 1991, 
in Washington, DC. The theme, “Theory 
and Practice: Bridging the Gap,” will 
cover problems and solutions in historic 
roofing, stone and terra cotta, and HVAC 
systems. 

For more information and to obtain a 
registration form, contact APTI— 
Washington Chapter, P.O. Box 1768, 
Rockville, MD 20850; 301-279-2612. 


New on the Market 


Heritage Education Resource 
Guide 


National Trust for Historic Preserva- 


The Guide is ized alphabetically by 


National Register Bulletins 


The National Park Service has recently 
published National Register bulletins on 
“Guidelines for Evaluating and Docu- 
Rural Historic * (No. 
30) and “Guidelines for E and 
ine Historic Aide to 
tion” (No. 34). Order from National Park 
Sereten, tol R Divisi 
P.O. Box 37127, Washington, DC 20013- 
7127. 
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LAMAR BARN 
Yellowstone National Park 
Wyoming 


In the 1930s, Yellowstone National 
Park set out to revive the wild buffalo 

> herd. To meet this important goal, the 
park set up a buffalo ranch on the 
northern edge of the Lamar Valley. 
The project saved the buffalo, but all 
that remains of the Lamar Buffalo 
Ranch are two residences, a bunk- 
house (home of the Yellowstone Insti- 
tute), and a horse barn. 

Built in 1936, the horse barn is like 
thousands of other log structures con- 
structed in the rustic style between the 
late teens and World War II. The two- 
story barn is made of Lodgepole Pine 
logs, daubed with mortar on the out- 
side, chinked with wood on the inside, 
and set on a stone and concrete foun- 
dation. Typical of this type of build- 
ing, the intersecting log wall crowns 
extend 12” to 28” from the corners of 
the building. The loe rafters and 
purlins originally extended about 8” 
beyond the roof eaves and rakes, but 
were cut back years ago. Magnificent 
in its massive scale and bulky appear- 
ance, this simple barn presented a 
major preservation problem because 
of its distinctive design. 


> Problem 


An inspection of the Lamar Barn 
revealed few surprises. Wood protected 
by the roof was in good condition; 





portions of the logs directly exposed 
to the weather were deteriorated. The 
culprit in every case was moisture. It 
was easy to predict where to find the 
greatest pockets of decay. Log crowns 
extending beyond the drip edge of the 
roof were in the worst condition. Sill 
logs, particularly on the north side of 
the building, were also badly deterio- 
rated. The amount and depth of decay 
in both instances followed a pattern: 
the further out from the roof they 
extended, the greater the deterioration 
(see figure 1). 

After about sixty years, decay had 
taken its toll. More than half of the 
extending crowns were so rotten that it 
was possible to pull large chunks of the 
heartwood out of the exposed ends. In 
some cases, the log crowns were almost 
totally gone. In others, the shells of the 
crowns had given way and the soft 
mulch-like interior had fallen out. In 
the most severe cases, the decay had 
penetrated beyond the notch where the 
logs intersected and had traveled into 
ihe log as much as ten to twelve inches. 
This impacted both the visual and the 
structural integrity of the walls and 
their appearance. 


Options for Repair 


There are only a few ways to treat this 
type of deterioration: 1) replace the 
deteriorated logs; 2) stabilize or repair 
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Tech Notes 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 


EXTERIOR 


WOODWORK 
NUMBER 3 


Log Crown Repair and 
Selective Replacement 
Using Epoxy and 
Fiberglass Reinforcing 
Rebars 


Harrison Goodall 
Conservation Services 


Logs should be repaired rather 
than replaced in log structures 
whenever possible to preserve 
the historic structure’s integrity 
and character. 








Figure 1. Typical deterioration of log crowns is seen at the Institute Building, adjacent to the Lamar 
Barn. This is the condition of many of the log crowns at the Lamar Barn prior to the repair and 
replacement work. Logs are notched at the corners. Photo: Harrison Goodall. 


the deteriorated portion of the 

- crowns; 3) remove the deteriorated 
crowns and splice on replacement 
crowns; or 4) saw off the deteriorated 
. portion and leave as is. 

In the past, the most expedient 
treatment was chosen. In an attempt 
to stop the rot, the decayed rafters and 
purlins were simply sawed off. It did 
not work. Unfortunately, this is the 
most frequently chosen treatment in 
such situations. The greatest problem 
with this technique is that it irrepara- 
bly alters the architectural character of 
this type of building, which derives 
much of its appearance from these 
extending roof and corner elements. 
Their removal flattens the surface and 
dilutes the rustic qualities of the barn. 
For this reason, Option #4 was imme- 
diately rejected. 

Option #1, replacement, was not a 
viable choice either. More than half of 
the logs in the building were deterio- 
rated to some degree. Such extensive 
replacement would have raised serious 
questions about the physical integrity 
of the historic building. Intervention 
on this scale would also have created 
other problems. It would have re- 
quired dismantling many features 
connected to the exterior log walls. 
These included interior stalls and 
walls, windows, doors, frames and 
jambs. The exterior appearance of the 
building afterwards, and the notching 
in particular, would have looked en- 
tirely different because it would not 
have been possible to obtain logs with 
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minimal taper like the original logs. 
Finally, replacing most of the logs in 
the building would have been costly as 
well as harmful to the historic charac- 
ter of the barn. 

Option #2, patching, was also re- 
jected. Repairing or patching decay in 
wood is possible only when there is 
enough sound wood on which to bond 
repair material. A good case in point 
is when the shell of a log is still intact. 
The decayed wood can be stabilized 
with an epoxy consolidant and filled 
with an epoxy patch material to make 
the repair. In the Lamar Barn, how- 
ever, there was not enough sound 
wood for an epoxy patch in the ex- 
tending crowns. 

Option #3 involved cutting off the 
deteriorated log crowns at the area of 
greatest decay (the intersecting 
notches), and splicing on replacement 
crowns of the same size, configura- 
tion, and texture. This approach had 
several advantages: 


¢ Only the deteriorated portions of 
the wall logs would be replaced, 
thus preserving sound historic 
material. 


e There would be little disruption to 
the building because it would not be 
necessary to spread logs to with- 
draw or insert full replacement logs. 


e The replacement crowns could be 
replaced when necessary (10-30 
years), without further loss of 
material. 
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¢ Moisture would be prevented from 
migrating into the historic logs by 
incorporating a small gap into the 
replacement crowns. 


e The replacement crowns could be 
blended visually into the existing 
wall surfaces, as the historic struc- 
ture had been previously stained. 


e The crown replacement system 
would be cheaper than extensive log 
replacement. 


For these reasons, Option #3 was cho- 
sen over the other alternatives. 

The treatment selected for the log 
crowns was to splice replacement sec- 
tions onto sound portions of the wall 
logs. Additionally, one totally deterio- 
rated sill log required replacement, a 
few wall logs needed facing, and some 
decay in checks or horizontal cracks 
required consolidation with a flexible 
epoxy. The rafters and purlins, previ- 
ously cut back, were left untouched. 


Preparing for the Replacement 
Crowns 


Each of the deteriorated log crowns 
was carefully photographed and docu- 
mented. Diameter, length from the 
wall and surface configuration of the 
cut end of the log were recorded. Then 
the crowns were cut off, at an angle 
towards the notch (see figure 2). Next, 
the original logs were drilled back to 
the center line of the intersecting 
walls, using a plumber’s bit (see figure 
3). This gave a flat surface to begin 
the new crowns. The recessing with a 
flat surface to the center line of the 
wall was more difficult than first an- 
ticipated because the barn builder had 
anchored each log with four galva- 
nized square spikes 8” x 3/8”. These 
spikes had to be chiseled and sawn 
back to a flat surface so the new 
crowns could be properly anchored. 
In a few cases, deterioration pene- 
trated beyond the center line of the 
wall, and more material had to be cut 
back to reach sound wood. A rotary 
rasp, not unlike a king-size dental 
drill, was used to remove remaining 
decay at the center line. The sound 
wood surface was treated with an ep- 
oxy consolidant to encapsulate re- 
maining soft absorbent wood, thereby 
retarding future decay. Where the 
decay had traveled into the log walls, 
sufficient wood was removed and the 
surface flattened to permit new faces 
to be attached to the logs (see figure 
4). These new faces were notched to 
match the log surfaces removed. 





























Figure 2. Small chainsaws were used to cut off deteriorated log crowns. The darker portions of 
wood at the log ends are the soft punky deteriorated fibers. Photo: Harrison Goodall. 
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Figure 3. A plumber’s bit was used to recess the crown back to the center line to create a flat surface 
for attaching the replacement crowns. Photo: Harrison Goodall. 





Figure 4. In a few cases, the deterioration had penetrated beyond the center line of the log corners 
and portions of the wall face were removed. Photo: Harrison Goodall. 


Due to a short work schedule, it 
was not feasible to treat the new wood 
with a wood preservative such as CCA 
(chromated copper arsenate). Such a 
treatment, however, would have been 
desirable. Pressure-treating with CCA 
in a salt solution would have left the 
wood tinted a light green, but with 
aging and an applied stain, it would 
have been unnoticeable. A surface- 
applied preservative was not consid- 
ered, because it would not penetrate to 
the center of the 9”- to 12” -diameter 
logs. This is the area where deteriora- 
tion is likely to occur first. The logs 
were, therefore, left untreated. 


Replacing the Log Crowns 


The photographs of the deteriorated 
crowns were used to reconstruct the 
replacements. Each replacement log 
crown was cut and fitted until it 
matched the notch of the original. A 
wood framing not unlike cribbing was 
constructed at each corner to hold the 
replacement log crowns as they were 
marked, cut, and fitted in place from 
the bottom level up (see figure 5). As 
much as possible, checks in the wood 
were placed in a downward position to 
prevent water from collecting in the 
wood. As the crowns were extensions 
of the logs and not supported by the 
ground, it was necessary to provide 
temporary support until the replace- 
ment crowns were epoxied in place. 
The log crowns were not anchored 
until all had been stacked in place 
with all notching complete. They were 
then marked to ensure proper align- 
ment when anchored. 

The new crowns were anchored to 
the original logs by fiberglass reinforc- 
ing rebars (fiberglass rods that have 
spiral ridges to enhance bonding) em- 
bedded in epoxy bonded to the wood. 
Three fiberglass rebars were used for 
most of the connections: one long 
fiberglass rebar at the top of each new 
crown to resist the tension forces 
(from the weight), and two small fi- 
berglass rebars used at the base to 
counteract any lateral movement. This 
made a three-point connection (see 
sidebar). Because buffalo sometimes 
rub against the building corners, an 
additional top tension rebar was used 
on the lower crowns. 

The three materials making up the 
connection were the fiberglass rebars, 
the structural grade epoxy, and the 
pine wood of both the original wall 
logs and the new replacement crowns. 
The tensile strength of the fiberglass 
rebar is 80,000 psi (pounds per square 
inch), with the bonding shear strength 
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Figure 5. A framework or cribbing held the replacement crowns as they were fabricated. All the 
crowns had to be temporarily put in place to ensure a proper fit. Once stacked up, they were num- 
bered to make sure they would be properly aligned at the time of anchorage. 


Photo: Harrison Goodall. 


of the rebar at 60,000 psi. The shear 

_ Strength of the epoxy is 3000 psi; thus 
all the new synthetic materials are 
substantially higher in shear strength 
than the pine, which has a shear 
strength of only 60 to 90 psi. The 
wood was the weakest element of the 
connection. Since the crowns were in 
effect to be cantilevered from the main 
wall section, it was necessary to calcu- 
late the diameter and length of the 
reinforcing fiberglass rebars necessary 
to hold the ends in place and to keep 
the wood from shearing away from the 
epoxy. 

The reinforcing rebars were intended 
to counteract the natural force of 
gravity pulling the crowns away from 
the wall, due to the weight of the 
crown itself, from the accumulation of 
snow and ice, or from lateral loads. 
With a 12”-28” long log crown 9” to 
12” in diameter, it was determined 
that a 1/2” diameter reinforcing rebar 
set 12” into sound wood of the upper 
section of the wall log and 12” into 
the attached crown was necessary to 
combat the combined forces of shear, 
bending moment and vertical loading. 
(The drilled holes were slightly longer 
and wider to accommodate the rein- 
forcing fiberglass rebar and the ep- 
oxy.) In addition, for horizontal or 
lateral movement, two 1/2” diameter 
fibers,iass rebars were imbedded 4” 
into the lower sections of the log walls 
and a matching 4” into the crowns. 
The length, diameter, and the place- 


ment of the rebars were based on cal- 
culations intended to keep the wood 
fibers from shearing away from the 
imbedded rebars. Another situation 
might require different dimensions. 

Thus at the Lamar Barn, a 1/2” 
fiberglass rebar 12” deep on either 
side of the connecting wood was used 
in the tension zone (total of 24”) and 
located within an inch of the top of 
the log. Two short fiberglass rebars 4” 
long on each side of the connection 
(total of 8”) were used at the bottom 
of each log crown for lateral strength. 
The holes for the rebars and epoxy 
were 3/8” larger than the rebars, for a 
total of a 7/8” hole. 








Installation 


The work area was protected with 
tarpaulins to keep the wood dry. The 
wood was allowed to dry out to less 
than 20% moisture content before the 
new crowns were installed. 

The holes (7/8” diameter) for the 
1/2” reinforcing fiberglass rebars were 
drilled into the original logs. Corres- 
ponding holes were drilled into the 
crowns. An 8” piece of flexible tubing 
was stapled onto the nozzle of a 
caulking tube in order to reach to the 
back of the long drilled hole. The 
caulking gun was filled with a high- 
strength structural two-part epoxy in a 
paste-like consistency, which was then 
injected into the original log. The 
cavity was filled two-thirds. The paste- 
like consistency of the epoxy kept it 
from draining out of the drilled hole. 
The precut rebar was then inserted 
using a twisting motion (see figure 6). 
The replacement crown was also filled 
two-thirds with epoxy, then aligned, 
inserted and left to cure (see figure 7). 

Working with epoxy is difficult. 
Setting times depend on the type of 
formula and the ambient temperature. 
Some epoxies set up in less than 15 
minutes; others can be formulated to 
dry over a three-day period. The ep- 
oxy for this job set in less than 45 
minutes, and for that reason, only 
small amounts were mixed at a time, 
and work was not undertaken in the 
direct sun, as this further reduced the 
effective working time. Curing took 
place in about 24 hours at tempera- 
tures between 60 to 80°F. The cribbing 
construction supporting the crown 
ends was kept in place until all the 
crowns were fully cured. 
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Figure 6. A flexible tube was stapled onto a caulking gun in order to fill the 12”-12 1/2” deep holes 
that had been drilled into the sound end of the historic log. The individual hole was filled two-thirds 
with epoxy adhesive and a 1/2” diameter fiberglass reinforcing rebar was then inserted. 

Photo: Harrison Goodall. 


Figure 7. A 12 1/2” long hole was drilled into the new crowns. This hole was filled in the same 
manner as were the old logs. The crown was then immediately lifted into position and supported by 
the cribbing framework for several days until the epoxy cured. Photo: Harrison Goodall. 


Figure 9. A repaired corner of the Lamar Barn. It is expected that the log crowns will need replacing 
in 10-30 years. Photo: Rodd Wheaton. 
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Figure 8. The joints between the historic logs 
and the new crowns are visible, but not discon- 
certing. The unsealed joint will help keep future 
decay isolated to the log crown. ?*oto: Rodd 
Wheaton. 


Finishing 

Once the epoxy cured and cribbing 
was removed, the log crowns were 
stained. A first coat of oil-based stain 
was used on the log crowns and even- 
tually the entire building was stained. 
Had the new wood been treated with a 
salt-impregnated preservative solution, 
a full year of aging would have been 
required prior to staining. It is antici- 
pated that every 3-6 years the building 
will need re-staining in addition to an 
annual coating of the new log crowns 
with a water repellant. 


Evaluation 


While there is a tendency to caulk the 
cracks in wood, it has been found that 
in many instances it is best to leave 
small checks open to let wood breathe 
naturally (see figure 8). For this reason 
the joints between the log crowns and 
the original log walls were also left 
open and not sealed. The new crown 
ends are expected to last between 10 
and 30 years. The upper crowns di- 
rectly under the roof runoff are likely 
to deteriorate first. These can be re- 
placed as required. As with any com- 
pleted preservation project, the better 
the routine maintenance the longer the 
work will last and the more cost- 
effective it will be in the long run (see 
figure 9). 




































































Deteriorated log crown. 


Remove deteriorated crown. Recess to the 
center line of the log wall. Remove all 


pockets of decay. Saturate the decay pock- 
ets with an epoxy consolidant. 


Cut and prefit log crown replacement. 
Typical log crown applications require one 
or two 1/2” diameter fiberglass rebars 
embedded 12” deep in the top of the exist- 
ing wall log and replacement crowns. 


PROJECT DATA: 


Building: 

Lamar Barn 

Yellowstone National Park 
Wyoming 





Owner: 

National Park Service 
Yellowstone National Park 
Wyoming 


Project Date: 
Summer 1986 


Contractor: 
Harrison Goodall 
Conservation Services 
Kinnelon, New Jersey 





Epoxy Supplier: 
ConServ Epoxies 
Conservation Services 
Kinnelon, New Jersey 


Project Costs: 
Total: $39,706 


Epoxy cost = $375.00 


of the log. 


Fill holes with epoxy. 











cured. 














Shorter 4" long rebars placed at the bot- 
tom of the log will make the log crown 
5 rigid by creating a 3-point support. Drill 
holes 1/4” to 3/8” larger than rebar to 
2 accommodate the epoxy. Maintain 1” of 
good wood between the hole and the edge 


Assemble log crown replacement with 
fiberglass rebars. Support until epoxy has 


Completed log crown replacement. 


Labor cost for log crown stabilization 
= 100 person days or approximately 
2.5 days per log crown. 


Project Included: ® 


39 log crown replacements (wood 
supplied by the park) 

38 rafters stabilized 

69 lin.ft. sill log replacement 

90 lin.ft. wall log facing 

20 lin. ft. wall log epoxy stabilization 

50 lin.ft. foundation repair 

2 weeks log stabilization training 





Approximately half of the contract 
involved log crown replacement 
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